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ORDER OF REFERENCE. 


Housr or Commons, 
Orrawa, February 7, 1917. 


Resolved,—That Bill No. 18, An Act to consolidate and amend the Railway Act, 
be referred to a Special Committee composed of Sir Herbert Ames and Messieurs: 
Armstrong (Lambton), Bennett (Calgary), Blain, Cochrane, Carvell, Crothers, Crom- 
well, Donaldson, Fowler, Graham, Green, Lapointe, Lemieux, Macdonell, Maclean 
(York), McCurdy, Meighen, Murphy, Nesbitt, Oliver, Pugsley, Rainville, Reid, 
Sinclair and Turriff. 


Attest. 


THOS. B. FLINT, 
Clerk of the House. 


Tuespay, April 24, 1917. 


Ordered,—That the Resolution adopted by the House on the 7th February, 1917, 
referring Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate and amend the Railway Act, to a Special 
Committee (of twenty-six) members, be amended by adding thereto: 

1. That Rule 11 be suspended in connection therewith; 7 ~ 

2. That the quorum of the said Committee do consist of nine members; 

3. That the said Committee be empowered to send for persons, papers and 
records, and to report from time to time, and to have leave to sit while the House is 
_ in session, and also be authorized to have their proceedings and such evidence as 

may be taken, printed from day to day for the use of the Committee, and that Rule 
74 be suspended in reference thereto; and 

4, That the name “(Kamouraska)” be inserted immediately after the name 
“ Lapointe.” . 

Attest. 

THOS. B. FLINT, 
: Clerk of the House. 


Wepnespay, April 25, 1917. 


Ordered,—That the names of Messieurs Hartt, Weichel and Bradbury be sub- 
stituted for those of Messieurs Crothers, Fowler and Sir Herbert Ames, on the Special 
Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate and amend the 


Railway Act; and also that the name of Mr. Macdonald be added to the said Com- 
mittee. : ; 


Attest, 
hes THOS. B. FLINT, 
Clerk of the House, 
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REPORTS. 


FIRST REPORT. 


House or Commons, 
Commirree Room No. 301, 
Turspay, April 24, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to cousolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, beg leave to present the following as their First Report. 

Your Committee have agreed to recommend that the Resolution adopted by the 
House on the 7th February, 1917, referring Bill No. 18, An Act to consolidate and 
amend the Railway Act, to a Special Committee (of twenty-six members), be amended 
by adding thereto: 

1, That Rule 11 be suspended in connection therewith ; 

2. That the quorum of the said Committee do consist of nine members; 

3. That the said. Committee be empowered to send for persons, papers and 
records, and to report from time to time, and to have leave to sit while the House 
is in session, and also be authorized to have their proceedings and such evidence as 
may be taken, printed from day to day for the use of the Committee, and that Rule 
74 be suspended in reference thereto; and 

4. That the name “ (Kamouraska) ” be inserted immediately after the name 
““ Lapointe.” 


All which is respectfully submitted. 


J. E. ARMSTRONG, 
Chairman. 


SECOND REPORT. 


House oF Commons, 
Committee Room No. 301, 
WEDNESDAY, June 6, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 18, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, beg leave to present the following as their Second Report. 

Your Committee have had under consideration Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, and have agreed to report the same with amendments. 

Your Committee also submit herewith their minutes of proceedings and evidence 
and recommend that the same be referred to the Printing Committee with a view fg 
having the whole printed in blue-book form and as an appendix to the Journals of 
the House. 


All which is respectfully submitted. 


J. E. ARMSTRONG, 
; Chairman. 


MET GEORGE V. APPENDIX No. 2 A. 1917 


SALIENT SUBJECTS OF DISCUSSION. 


PAGE 

Representations from the— 
eREIMEUE TTIBINEL SR ANISE PCIITEIEOPLY caves le eck ee wis. wy edhe wes, CoA ws ew Boe ele 456 
Pagadian sam Dernien S MASSOCIAUIOM i < Wald sists. hod ea aly Bf tcl) ad yards pa age es ee, 20 Re SB 
Mibyeot Doronto.. ..) 2. SEReR eae IN uct rr an elin RL Can ha Oh ey tae? Siakts eee ten lens 284, 454 
BAitiat fire Underwriters. rites Cady A OMS EMD aah SO oot ae eo) TORE ac oe ee Tae 216, 584 
Montreal Board of Trade.. 7 
PERRI CLT US EOAATIED PULL lo We had Git) ate! Melle wicy ans sie Maes hs ad ace Vet NOe” wee e lel teal eye eee 45 
FED sOR Nee tere LG cee, revel Ithsy isie bain este ca -aiat fecdaihs rele apaaee ieee a le al oehees 189 
Toronto Niagara Power Company. Reh, Theme tee rol kee heats atin oor eae SAT ee 454, 499 
i / MAE tet Neinatiicd’ oe oe he oo aie. SRM get PITTS ens 283, 502 
in Fences, Parsee EAT EEN UTER TIN Sat ti vie) Yau tara uae Grae coucdh fear WACO e ea) erg). Veh» wh lapel him, ake 233 
" DMPRMGmGiE (eallwagh WNier Ge ACh. of Sey ie ty oe buen cen Se lel glee ace 203, 563 
} ES SEO A pels age rere anes bc ee a ie ry Oo oA ee a en 556 
Ke SIL-MENGICMY NWAPICR So che oie ele ole pe tk ke we ee ul OM ie ee oe ee es ou wales 160, 541 
A Svqetl, Ewe, YG STE Ne | eee nN Mine ae) RRC Any et No ces Se ne ae 109 
: Telephone (long distance, ae Peay EURO CRATE, ot cee he. eee 255, 479 
U.S.A. Act re Shipping Board.. .. 388 
_.__-Water-borne traffic. [ ti rae 310, 579 
Amendments pueedsred by Ratlway Br Bihorhoede ‘(Miniites a Peaceetinies) Bayete 3-9, 26-27 
ss suggested by Hon. Mr. Lemieux (Minutes of Proceedings).. ¢ 14 
be suggested by Toronto Board of Trade (Minutes of Proceedings).. ' 14-17 
: es suggested by City of Toronto (Minutes of Proceedings)... .. .. .. 21 ao 
r Memoranda submitted by Railway Brotherhoods (Minutes of Proceedings). . 17-20 


EPITOME OF SUBJECT-MATTER OF SECTIONS DEBATED. 


Interpretation, ss. 2-4. | 
Application of Act, ss. 5-8. 
Board of Commissioners, ss. 9-71. 
Railway Companies, ss. 72-160. 
Powers-construction of railways, ss. 161-166. 
¥ Location of line, ss. 167-188. 
The taking and using of lands, ss. 189-214. 
ait Expropriation proceedings, ss. 215-243. 
i Matters incidental to construction, ss. 244-275. 
: Opening railway for traffic, ss. 276-279. 
oar: Safety and care ef roadway, ss. 278-286. - 
f Accidents, ss. 285-286. 
ii Operation and equipment, ss. 287-311. 
Traffic, tolls and tariffs, ss. 312-359. 
7 Express business, ss. 3:610-3'66. 
rr . Telegraph, telephones, power and electricity, ss. 367-379. 
‘ ~ Statistics and returns, ss. 380, 385. 
Actions for damages, ss. 386-392. 


r Offences, penalties, etc., gs. 393-448. 
uth Railway constables, ss. 449-455. 
‘ Miscellaneous, ss. 456-4'610. 


vil 


7 GEORGE V APPENDIX No, 2 A. 1917 


} SECTIONS DEBATED. 


er PAGE. 
2 Interpretation... .. .. . tis Tinks ramet (dt uby ie lsh MAFoeOs, sedan eh atreer an tac 3-17, 562 
8 Construing with Special acts Pe CER RAP eats Mes oc ita aera 17 
4 Special Act referring to deprene Aida DEQVIGIONS: > Voc hdsuecsn ne el Seen oe 19 
Peanpiuecation: Of ACtth. sete 25, ac ses Sidhe he A alahdd ollie oud of bala jel Utena, Doe MOO 
6 Railways controlled by Dominion eonipativen, ip. Rave. swim Puss, “ace! teeth. sen he 23, 518 
8 Provincial railways connecting with or crossing Dominion railways... .. .. “29 
PT AIALOBOE COM MISSIONCI Ms oh 6 ei sisy.cie. ss, ep dle wiescim ele cea ielw lee ier Woh’ othe) (OSG Sy OOS 
fepocorporarion: Of Tallway companies... .0 2g se ec) oe eal aad vier we Me, Mae ete 61 
MRT EI NICHE CELE RCEOUE Rha: si axe Veta) e\'epiared, © diate elf erae Vea? esol aims. wine aie Men MOVEIGtEN o clh ewe 61 
MEM EEBeARG FOL CAUITAL SHOCK <0. .)e\alailere lailsu's ot was wapliae: Ala” UUPe ani el Res) eae 61 
85 Transmission of stock otherwise than by transfer... .. .. 2. 2.01. se ee ee 62 
Bi@ertinicate of treasurer to constitute title... 2... 26 Wideidsbe e ae Vy dee. 62 
MUEMPer GHETCUr shina VeAGVANCE:..c) ah schilece y oc Ke Bk sis ial uke aye sad SM ERIN ahd §2 
DME CE UTNE GCUOLA syn lotds! ath ater, ab Myers a) « un ale pis.a vis GRiMLeie) stelle Nd ioe Oe 64 
MARR ICOM OE OMCET EN GECve te in cto nd copra dace ems eitloserid- stek OFF Dieta, 6. REIS 64, 596 
MPM TOU MIUCRICOIG, 4OUC ie che statue) Sn ale, eich els: pe «ints mie, wees eidh Grey ee, a “a 65 
EEE TEE ETIES OW ELA LOR elu Aisi, nied dio dbs. 1a 0) eleaie ie tele betel elas idle ewe 67 
PAPO IItS, be OL ATIVAN TOPOTS. 6 sc) aie ce wie we oe Feel we ape od) we we. jee aie 67 
PERCE CENCE OF GUPteba. nie dkieii oie sins Woh ope ee eis (ole ise) wie alepimis’ alee ta) lela 70 
LST MYOUL SPER, PLC I Giek ct icc sisre stele Wie, a ticle, Cave! ihe Sea cPeye.! Meiou ele cules ake 73 
138 Other filing, deposit or eeieeratian! NIKI MC CRMATTY, isha tals rete Mies koicruce ate eves vom. vote 77 
PERL POE ICCUTILLGS acy sale sie ein wale eatin die Be wt yah ome oo itn Vale Wale 78 
ATION MS MLGILV CTU nGUCiey sft itis och cro Hnr alt Lata cone re OMe ai. Ofc Oe eputa, ste ate Dare 80 
o 145 No bill payable to bearer.. .. . PNG enters TOMS AR Aa teal ORE a Pd ke 99 
tagetesulations of stock and bond! issues... 2. 2.0.50 60) we ce ee we be ee we os 109 
147 Deposit of contract, etc.. .... eee Tee hee ICMAT CLUDE ae $1 
148 Company not to areas Palka aaa RARE tales Ethan cheb ehay MACOS pe Mie AS 81, 132 
EE ea iene ee ae ene are 211 
152 Agreement for sale.. ..... PEER cm SURO Gar east g CLESe OCR ities Ba ee oe 83 
155 Directors may make traffic petecnichta. Sara ieheh ots Taste Mwnacsha Meer. De td. aa 83 
158 Application to exchequer court.. .. ... ot AMID RAIS Pere Urd, Pan gre te, oh iets 36 
161 sale of subsidized railways Ge § epe ill TEDAITH s | lsu. Bot at Pawhi tert eres. el wis 86, 535 
MeriosibEMOMad: Lime LOr GONStPUCtON. «7c. sc 20 ce lars me) ee cle we ele ala ed wie 88 
Preccation iol Wine Approval, Of OATH... 6. ie Sal wp, ot) sie Si leleie das leer ats 89, 131 
169 Easements, etc.. .. .. ech ec oe Fein: AMtNel olen ole: Viviua, uariet Movs US aaa Pe einy dial-in 97 
Be ge me ee ee eee, 521, 532 
HEMI MEHOM Ze CRALEES TOUIDICAM so css ies ce one ote) Mele, aes sief edi feley dep iets se 91 
186 Industrial spurs.. .. . RL Ae. Baya. fake. yell e BRT aio OC Nar ak Iaie Fhe te SOE ES aoe 
ne es for amother industry. . EAC ae Lathe ec ahntnaran aid! eval al dine larel es 93 
Ran CR EY TE LEUNA CI te eid hc) slap dsl Vode, me <Yalcie oh ele Ve ote wey ete icocsy = Xo in) socially 102 
Pee Deareisiven without COMSeNt. si: 2 6. cae win as we dele Wieliee ‘dw elle’ ate Melellne's ve. 103 
Pm mRT Tem IA UESS h COOTLE CUCL Ciel cml anit ait om cist ew iefe mie ee tele) ahd Ale GoM we Mee ile mr ete 106 
Pe eontdiewiten DAGMCRLCATMGL SEL ch ne, 2 une flaicqs) oe) wie) ue tee! o's) wid ete ele 106 
PIM Oana anya Vee Tum bPANEMNOMES sa) va ate sci) s osg sigs, eae sel wie et lere 106, 134 
PME COME Tees COP acu Ont mmrats peo) cui a/ern ella Male? sfe) kings” Velma ts, c0 Sala lasy. a) <ptte saw ape os LOM, cota! 
219 Abandonment of Se eaanicn notied. PETER Wi Cw ules. wy tad, Siete le ore ol eine vila wey Ew y SeOne 
er ne eee a ene ck va 132, 568 
POOMTICheTsPCOL Talla OL VECIIAININE LANs, lcs e ead yes) eee win bes wel sap ek ss os 133, 172 
224 Cost of arbitration.. .. . er eh MRMME aaa teerreremne lc) Lead poke Aisle nukes Sone? eis) lore 135 
229 Arbitrator to peor Be Ag Des Ohh nS) Sid e300) re OOOO calpain 135 
PME tenia eDICDAULOVAi a iemecteieiat Sroed yee shat atc Rael Vane escelwisl abel: sie, ms abe ayer, aya. 4te 171 
ee MONT et Me STIS RT an ahh oP Ut Ge alc Miche Ni eacieels  eildichele widj Uchiey lel, aie “Sie, vere | ee 136, 567 
237 Sompensation in late of land: NOM SEST eer eter carne win ee aN Saher Leen are 136 
Tbs 


. 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 

PAGE 

245 Respecting wages.. .. .. «- 139 
251 Headway over cars. v2 iG 139 
252 Passage-way for public on prideee®. 284 
256 Highway crossings.. .. we 527, 536 
259 Preventing Sbareuehion of view. 140 
268 Safety of public at rail level.. .. .. 178 
267 Application of sections 257 to 266.. 143 
271 Drainage, etc.. meee’ 143 
POSm Ine WrOLeCtlOm «oye sev elie ciel aeise leg istass ofeunestly 174 
284 Packing in frogs, etc.. ae Nae is 145, 175 
287 Accidents, notice to Board of.. .. .. ...- . 150, 175, 536 


289 Speeding of trains.. . 176, 177, 411 


29'0'a Semi-monthly pay.. fends 162, 541 
291) By-laws, €tc. of companies... .). 50) ee ese ese ws 166, 181 
294 By-laws approved by Governor in Council.. 182, 237 
300 Delay allowed for compliance. . 182 
302 Equipment of locomotive engines. . 182, 569 
202b2 Locomotive inspection..ct ss de Geeks eh biel ene Teich oh ache note aaa gate Pe trek ph AO Ate 
a5 Condition Of passenger CATS ie scck ksleh tle a! ste seus) 18 6, Paget edeulitel ot ina eRe ieee ame ay Iie)0 184, 570 
Dit iePrecautions: at hiem waves... sie tiara) sist fmcel Upyell te mika) 4 eral Agartehs Mebee oe eiehe eh Calais 193, 570 
311 Trains moving reversely.. ett Gea cree ete P 187 
SO AD pathic: Amd tALitlss a’ 5-5 on n'y vee cues edit oon ies calc aA) eua bie. aroma SSI tis a) wRgIE We cteve pet Mone maura Eee 
SUG 4EO001INs ... A eer Nee Mn on mr me hen nya eo ee AS 191, 226 
323-331 Special tecighe tariff. Safe how See, WSOC ob cwpet Saueitae Saude Ubohc aman kc MeiNares > Mey Maite tra 204, 431 
Rem COOMPSLLELVGeLATILLS sh pe osiculpe sfugetsh roles) oft Sottin spon teveeiada Maia ata ata heer Eiesiselette) ae teat are 228 
333 Passenger tariffs.. .. .. Seed EE AES bela SOR eee) pea 228 
335 Seizure and sale of aoa, eabiset ea ere SR bias mL ed ia Mee GTS aig tine oan Hen ees TURE 558 
345 Commutation tickets. 229, 570, 575 
353 Passengers refusing ts pay tare. aeRO armed nhs re attr ber tee LG apt ical 
357 Refund of tolls... .)3 =. ole Lae eRe Ieee aes Stee Rie 231, 579 
358 Water-borne oa mee ‘Board's sapritrele SE Tie et exons voice oteogle Pata suays ites, wetU.O yp hea eerpanap eal ees 
DeOP Xpress /EGlIS ane Ariths St s.c' bce x x ere ahaa trav tne miNanet Pin al al PeMeeat Mars Mha“anl Seee 245, 505 
owe EDIC WALES | CLOSSIN Py TALL Waly Ses: jig is hayes one geysers enere iostoualeeey tol haven mR CRAP aI rs Bees a 559 
aia. Wires on hichway. and public places: 6. \ oss a. es eS bee! otal wiv) so ket ter ote Ae ets 
sub Telephones, ‘lone distance, ‘etes 5. i.e’ carte. sa Ce eee os Oe ee, a eee may 4 G4: ot Seacnts 
anbieDamares tor beach ot dutyounder, Act... siaj-s<n ersyuere moines ae Reena Wlaaere 248 
SepuMences, Saresrand cactle-ouards, «, \.-c1,-cr ghee yoko is pci” pean a ava ate, a RE Miers 239 
SPimeires }from: VOCOMOUVeS 4s.) Wis. <a Ass lela sere fanse snyes Veto eka eclmianiay oust ck jeil erent OF nea an Rene 
388 Failure to properly equip sae Lie Pte Kp Lacsl © eel Te. ahaa Meet cease ce tenn: 2 Ae ate 250 
Sulmeimitation vand idekenCes'; 5 > )~..) yetint Mlekcs awrerns Ne Lew ee aietep wecleg tne Steuben 252, 560 
SisrOitences; penwities, vete o:. Pau) as, yaelpa tlio teehl bh ere tetas Loe ke Soe, See 438, 440 
394 Stock and bond issues... .. .. nb fieyate Ape) |.013) ite SP YRL ESR RIS ee. Merion eas Wee aoe 441 
402 Structures not in conformity with en eye ks Shs tet see enters! Wainsc “ened aa eee aR 441 
407 Safety and care of roadway-leaving pare OPEN...) vi: Shepeateit-y Sia wee eee ae 244 
414 Operation, etc.. .. .. eee Ria het hep cee Dice ae ch) ee eee 167 
442 Railway constables Falige in ee Sie ans of» hele Tye: 6] 2) sitar niin) bierle) Mies ee gel ALN Sua a aCe cae ee 
449 Appointment of railway constables.. .. 2. 6.01. 2. seine oe os vs ce eo 444, AAG BOL 


ARGS Unde. COOSCRVANICE, 1. 55.0 Wait rne s ye heey athlete ancy IAI eMC, tae ae Ce 591 


7 GEORGE V APPENDIX No, 2 A. 1917 


PERSONS HEARD. 
PAGE. 


Best, W. L.—23, 48, 147, 154, 165, 178, 180, 181, 182, 184, 186, 187, 252, 415, 425, 439, 446, 
537, 539, 549, 570. P 


Anglin, A., K.C.—454, 456. 
Ky Armstrong, J. E., M.P.—50. 
2 Biggar, W. H., K.C.—110, 114, 124. 
Bigger, Brig.-Gen.—54, 223. 
Bowker, C. G.—-412, 417. 
Chisholm, V. G.—218. 
‘Chrysler, F. H., K.C.—8, 20, 21, 30, 43, 49, 61, 54, 55, 57, 61, 62, 64, 66, 70, 73, 78, 81, 83, 
J 88, 91, 94, 919, 10'2, 106, 116, 132, 138, 134, 137, 139, 140, 146, 148, 
“As 165, 16:7, 172, 176, 177, 181, 182, 190, 192, 195, 208, 210, 244, 250, 
+s 404, 412, 417, 516, 517, 5618, 521, 522, 527, 530, 531, 585, 541, 543, 
547, 551, 560, 573. . 
Blair, Mr., (Railway Board)—38, 51, 57, 93, 1438, 166, 174, 175, 208, 246, 428, 429, 435, 437. 
Drayton, Sir Henry.—119. 
Dagger, F.—258. 
Dalzell, J. B.—306. 
Dorey, W.—178. 
Dunn, W. R.—348. 
Fleming, Mr.—301. 
Geoffrion, A., K.C.—267, 281, 468, 472. 
Hannigan, Mr.—460, 
a Harris, Roland.—301, 459. 
Hawkins, Frank.—22, 203, 431. 
Henders, R. 'C.—243. 
Kilmer, G. H., K.C.—290, 458, 494. 
King, Francis, K.C.—318, 356. 


‘ Lawrence, Calvin.—27, 46, 138, 139, 140, 147, 151, 156, 167, 175, 177, 178, 18 
sd 194, 220, 241, 254, 413, 419, 429, 445, £49, 540, 545, 562, 5 


Lighthall, W. D., K.C.—95, 139, 292, 307. 

Logue, Mr.—430. 

Ludwig, Mr., K.C.—466. 

Mackay, F. D.—270, 281, 467, 471, 475, 486. 

Macfarlane, Mr.—307, 477. 

MacKelcan, F. R.—454. 

Mayberry, Col.—277. 

McCrea, Mr., M.P.—40, 41, 42, 520. 

McCarthy, D. L., K.C.—125, 293 

McKenzie, Rod.— 236. 

MeMaster, A. C., K.C.—189), 195, 198, 199, 210, 225, 232. 

McMaster, Ross H.—334. 

Morris, Mr., M.P.—279. 

Morrissey, Mr.—587. | 

Morrison, Mr.—478. 

Peltier, LB. .—139, 145, 149, 159, 175, 177, 179, 186, 231, 256, 253, 414, 448, 445, 450, 628, 
539, 548, 578, 591. 

Pope, W. W.—293, 4610. 

Richardson, Hon. Mr.—339. 

Ritchie, Mr., K..C.—585, 589. 

Robb, W. D.—404. 

Scott, F. S.—280. - ; 

Scott, W. Lt, K.C.—60, 230, 240, 242, 251, 253, 411, 448, 453, 524, 538, 551, 553, 578, 596, 598. 

Sise, C. F.—279. 

Smith, Mr., M.P.—221, 584. 

“Tebbutt, J. T.—344. 

Thomson, D. E., K.C.—284. 

Tilston, W. S.—338. 

Walsh, J. E.—330. 

Wolvin, Roy M.—340. 

Wright, A. A.—346. 


xi 


é * 
oa mi 
. rae rods bite ah 


: 


7 GEORGE V APPENDIX No. 2 A. 1917 


MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS. 


House or Commons, 
Committee Room No. 301, 
Turspay, April 24, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. Present :— 

Messieurs Ames (Sir Herbert), Armstrong (Lambton), Bennett (Calgary), Blain, 
Carvell, Cochrane, Cromwell, Donaldson, Graham, Green, Lapointe (Kamouraska), 
’ mieux, Macdonell, Meighen, Nesbitt, Oliver, Pugsley, Rainville, Sinclair, and 
Turriff. 

The Committee being called to order, on motion of Mr. Macdonell. 

Mr. Armstrong (Lambton) was chosen chairman of the Committee. 

The Chairman took the chair, and read the Order of Reference. 

On motion of Mr. Cochrane, it was 

Ordered, That a report be made to the House recommending that the Resolution 
adopted by the House on the 7th February, 1917, referring Bill No. 13, An Act to 
consolidate and amend the Railway Act, to a Special Committee (of twenty-six) 
members be amended by adding thereto: 

1. That Rule 11 be suspended in connection therewith; 

2. That the quorum of the said Committee do consist of nine members; 

3. That the said Committee be empowered to send for persons, papers and records, 
and to renort from time to time, and to have leave to sit while the House is in session, 
and also L. thorized to have their proceedings and such evidence as may be taken, 
printed from ua) to day for the use of the Committee, and that Rule 74 be suspended 
in reference thereto; and 

4. That the name “(Kamouraska)” be inserted immediately after the name 
“Lapointe”. 

The Chairman read a memorandum in respect to the procedure of the Committee. 

The Committee then proceeded fo the consideration of the Bill, section by section. 


At one o’clock, the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
CommMitTEE Room, 
Wepnespay, April 25, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock, a.m. 

Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the Chair, Carvell, Cochrane, 
Donaldson, Lapointe (Kamouraska), Lemieux, Macdonell, Nesbitt, Pugsley, and 
Sinclair. 

The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 

At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 
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Hovusr or CoMMONS, 
Committee Room No. 301, 
Tuurspay, 26th April, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, an Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. Present : 


Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Bennett (Calgary), Blain, 
Bradbury, Cochrane, Cromwell, Donaldson, Green, Lapointe (Kamouraska), Lemieux, 
Macedonell, Reid, Sinclair, and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


At one o’clock, the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
Commitrtre Room, No. 301, : 
Fripay, April 27, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, an Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Bradbury, Carvell, 


Cochrane, Donaldson, Hartt, Graham, Green, Lemieux, Macdonell, Oliver, Pugsley, 
Rainville, Reid, Sinclair, and Weichel. 


Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


At one o’clock, the committee adjourned until tomorrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Howser or Commons, 
COMMITTEE Room No. 301. 
Sarurpay, April 28, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock, a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the Chair, Bennett (Calgary), 
Bradbury, Carvell, Coehrane, Donaldson, Hartt, Green, Lemieux, Macdonald, Pugsley 
Rainville, and Sinclair. ; - 


The committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


= W. zi pee G Lawrence, on behalf of the Brotherhood of Locomotive En- 
ineers, etc., submitted certai : : 
oe 2 rtain amendments, and reasons therefor, which are printed 


At 1 o'clock, the committee adjourned until Tuesda 


: ; next, at 11 o'clock 
with the understanding th yf o'clock a.m., 


at no controversial sections will be taken up on that day 


eS UI S.C 


- 
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SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS PROPOSED ON BEHALF OF THE BROTHERHOOD OF LOCOMOTIVE 
ENGINEERS, THE BROTHERHOOD OF LOCOMOTIVE FIREMEN AND ENGINE MEN, THE ORDER 
OF RAILWAY CONDUCTORS, THE BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD TRAINMEN, BY THE UNDER- 
SIGNED DOMINION LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVES: OF THOSE ORGANIZATIONS, 


To the Special Committee uppointed by the House of Commons to consolidate 
Bill No. 18. 


CGENTLEMEN,— 


Section 5 (page 6): Amend by striking out the second and third lines the words 
“ other than Government railways ” 

We respectfully submit that, if consistent, the Railway Act and its provisions 
respecting equipment, maintenance and operation as well as orders of the Board in this 
respect should, in the interests of safety, apply to lines of railway operated by the 
Canadian Government as it applies to company operated railways. 


Section 6 (page 7): It is important that this section remain as at present, for the 
reason that; its requirements will make for uniformity in the equipment, maintenance 
and operation of locomotives and cars, as well as in operating rules, thus insuring 
greater safety on all lines of railway which may be considered as work for the general 
advantage of Canada. Uniformity in equipmemt or in operation is regarded as an 
essential to safety in railway operation. 


Section 41 (page 18): Amend by adding to the end of the section the following: 


“But where such regulation, order or decision, requires any work, act, 
matter or thing to be done, for the safety of the public or employees of the 
railway, no extension shall be granted without a hearing on notice.” 


We submit that where the safety of human life or limb is likely to be involved that 
orders or regulations issued should not be interfered with, or the time in which they 
are to be nade effective extended without notice and hearing being first given. 


Section 284 (page 110): Paragraph 5 of this section should be struck out, as we 
submit that with the modern equipment generally in use on Canadian railways, there 
is no necessity of taking the filling or the packing out of frogs or guard rails in the 
winter time. We are of the opinion that the average railroad company does not now 
resort to this practice. A brakeman or yardman or other railroad employee is just 
as liable to get his foot caught in a frog or between a guard rail and the main track 
rail with the packing out between December and April as during any other part of 
the year. The paragraph is obsolete, we think. 


Section 287 (page 111): Amend by adding at the end of subsection 1 the follow- 
ing proviso :— 


“Provided that the conductor or an officer of the company making a 
report to the company of the occurrence of an accident attended with personal 
injury to any person using the railway or to any employee of the company 
shall also forward to the Board duplicate copy of such report and shall, 
immediately send by telegraph or telephone to the Board notice of the accident.” 


We believe this proviso is necessary in order that first-hand information respect- 
ing the occurrence of accidents upon the railway involving injury or death should 
be immediately communicated to the Board, and thus enable the Board to deputize 
one of its representatives to be at the place where the accident occurred, if possible, 
before evidences of the cause of the accident can be removed, and thus insure the 
most adequate investigation being made into the causes of such accidents. 
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Section 289 (page 115), paragraph (j): Certain of the railroad antloyess tan 
to the inclusion of this language in the Act, and we would respectfully a mi _ : 
paragraph (j) of section 289 may be found entirely clang bo e Oe a ee 
employees, and it is hoped that if the paragraph becomes effective t eee S : ne 
shall be regarded as without prejudice to any future contentions made by all o y 
of the railroad organizations, 


Section 292 (page 114): We suggest this section be struck out, as we believe 
that no good reason can be furnished to justify the giving of a railway company the 
authority to enact common law, section 414, makes ample provision for the imposing | 


of a penalty for the violation of rules or regulations of the company. 


Section 29% (page 114): Amend by striking out of the third and fourth lines 
= ” 
the words “ or impose a penalty. | 
We submit, as above intimated, that railway companies should not be given 
authority to impose a penalty on employees for the violation ot any by-law, rule or 
regulation, and if such by-laws were made by them, they should also be submitted to 
the Governor in Council for approval. 


Section 800 (page 116): Amend by adding to the end of this section the follow- 
ing proviso :— ; 


“ Provided, however, that no such change shall be made or allowed with- 
out due notice and hearing before the Board.” 


We submit that, in the interests of the employees, it is undesirable that an order 


or regulation should be made respecting equipment, maintenance or operation, with- 
out due notice and hearing first being given to the representatives of those interested. 


Section 302 (page 117): Immediately following section 302, insert new section 
302a, as follows :— 


“ Eyery locomotive engine shall be equipped and maintained with an ash- 
pan that can be dumped or emptied without the necessity of any employee going 
under such locomotive.” 


Although an order of the Board has been made, providing for the equipment of 
locomotives with ash-pans, as above suggested, it has been found that numerous 
eases of violations of the order on the part of railway companies have occurred. 
Therefore, it seemed desirable, in the interests of safety to the employees, that pro- 
vision for this equipment be made a part of the Railway Act. 


(Page 117): With a view to adequate and efficient inspection of all locomotives 
and their appurtenances on railways to which the Railway Act applies, we desire to 
suggest that a new section be inserted immediately following the above suggested 
section 302a, as section 302b, under the following sub-heading: “ Division of Locomo- 
tive Inspection.” See Exhibit “ A.” 


Section 311 (page 119): Amend by striking out of the fifth and sixth lines the 
words “ or of the tender if that is in front.” 

We submit that no good purpose can be served by stationing a person on the back 
of the tender, as provided for in this section, when engine is moving reversely over 
highway crossing at rail level, for the reason that on the modern locomotive it is 
no greater distance from the cab of a locomotive to the rear of the tender than from 
the cab of the locomotive to the front of the engine. The engincer and fireman in 
the cab of the locomotive can just as readily maintain a timely supervision over the 


condition of the track with the engine working reversely so as to see that no persons 
or employees are liable to be struck or injured by the train . 
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Section 372 (page 145): Amend by adding after both the words “across” in the 
fourth line, the words “ or along.” 

We submit that leave of the Board should first be obtained before lines of wires 
for the conveyance of light, heat, power or electricity, especially wires of high voltage, 
shall be erected, placed or maintained along the railway inside of the right of way. 

Section 391 (page 162): Amend by substituting the word “two” for the word 
“one” in the fourth and sixth lines of subsection 1 of this section. 

The representatives of the employees are strongly of the opinion that the time for 
commencing any action for indemnity, for any damages or injuries sustained by 
reason of the construction or operation of the railway, shoul@be extended to two years. 
In many of the provinces the time within which actions or suits for indemnity for 
damages or injuries sustained in the operation of industries other than railways, is 
greater than two years. ‘There does not seem to be any consistent reason why the 
limitations of this section as to railways should not be at least two years. 


Section 422 (pages 173-4-5): Amend paragraph (g) by striking out of the sixth 
and seventh lines (page 175) the words “ or of the tender if the tender is in front.” 

Our reason for this suggestion is in order to harmonize with our previous sug- 
gested amendment to section 311. 


Respectfully submitted, 
C, LAwrENCE, 


Dominion Legislative Representative B. of L. E. 


Wm. L. Best, * 
Dominion Legislative Representative, B. of L. F. and E. 


Lv, PEDtTiEr, 
Deputy President and Dominion Legislative 
Representative, Order of Railway Conductors. 


JAMES MurpDock, 
Vice-President and Dominion Legislative 
fiepresentative, Brotherhood of Railroad 


Trainmen. 
PEELE B ID An? 
DIVISION OF LOCOMOTIVE INSPECTION. 
Establishment Section 302b: 1. For the purpose of efficient and adequate equip- 
of Branch. ' : ae : 
ment, maintenance and inspection of steam locomotives, tenders and 
their appurtenances, there shall be established and maintained a 
branch of the board, to be known as the Division of Locomotive 
Inspection of the Board of Railway Commissioners for Canada. 
Location, 2. The head office of the Division of Locomotive Inspection shall 
aa eae be located in the city of Ottawa, Ont., and the Minister, with the 


approval of the Governor in Council, shall provide such offices, office 
staff, furnishings, equipment and stationery as may be required to 
give effect to the picvisions of this section. 


Appointment of 
Chief Inspector 
and Assistant 
Chief Inspectors 
and powers. 


Qnalifications. 


Districts, 
establishment of. 


District 
Inspectors, 
appointment of 
and assignment. 


Examination of 
District In- 
spectors. 


Ineligible for 
appointment. 


Salaries and 
allowances. 
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3 Within three months after the passage of this Act, there shall 
be appointed by the Minister, subject to approval of the Governor in 
Council, a Chief Inspector and two Assistant Chief Inspectors, who 
shall have general supervision over the District Inspectors, as here 
provided for, direct such District Inspectors in the duties herein 
imposed upon them, and have general supervision with regard 
to seeing that the requirements of this section and the rules, 
regulations and instructions made or given herein and hereunder are 
carried out and observed by railway companies subject to this Act. 


4, rf. Chief Inspector and the two Assistant Chief Inspectors 
shall be selected with reference to their practical knowledge of the 
operation, construction, equipment, and inspection of steam loeomo- 
tives, tenders and their appurtenances, and to their fitness and ability 
to systematize and carry into effect the provisions herein or herein- 
after provided for in this Act, or in any order or regulation of the 
Board, relating to the construction, equipment, maintenance, 
inspection, and operation of steam locomotives and tenders and their 
appurtenances. 


5. Within thirty days after his appointment and qualification, the 
Chief Inspector shall divide the territory comprising the several 
provinces of Canada into thirty locomotive inspection districts, so 
arranged that the services of the inspector appointed for each district 
shall be most effective, and so that the work required of each Inspector 
shall be substantially the same. 


6. Within thirty days after the dividing of such districts, the 
Board shall, subject to the approval of the Minister, appoint thirty 
District Inspectors who shall be selected with reference to their prac- 
tical knowledge of the contruction, equipment, maintenance, inspec- 
tion, and repairs of locomotives, tenders and their appurtenances; one 
of the inspectors thus appointed to be assigned, by the Chief Inspector, 


to each of the districts provided for in the last preceding subsection. 


(or paragraph). 


7. In order to obtain the most competent inspectors possible, the 
Chief Inspector shall, as soon as practicable after his appointment, 
prepare a list of questions to be answered by applicants with respect 
to the construction, repair, operation, maintenance, testing and inspec- 
tion of steam locomotives, boilers, tenders and all their appurtenances 
and their practical experience in such work, which list, being approved 
by the Board, shall be used as the examination to be taken by all 
applicants for the position of District Inspector. 


8. No person financially interested, either directly or indirectly, 
in any patented article required to be used on any steam locomotive 
under supervision, or who is intemperate in his habits, shall be 


eligible to hold the office of Chief Ins ector A i 1 tor 
D . . Ti ; ; j 2 L 


9. The Chief Inspector shall rec 
four thousand five hundred dollars 
Inspectors shall each receive a gs 


eive a salary of not less than 
per year; the Assistant Chief 
alary of not less than three thousand 


, 
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five hundred dollars per year; and the District Inspectors shall each 
receive a salary of not less than two thousand five hundred dollars 
per year. All such inspectors shall receive, in addition to their 
salaries, a reasonable allowance for travelling expenses incurred while 
engaged in the performance of their duties, when away from home; 
such allowance to be determined by the Board. 


10. Each railway company subject to this Act, shall file its rules 


and instructions for the inspection and testing of steam locomotives, 


boilers, tenders or their appurtenances, with the Chief Inspector, 
within three months after his appointment, and not later than 
January 1, 1918, and after due notice, hearing and approval by the 
Board, such rules and instructions, with such modifications as the 
Board requires with a view to uniformity and greater safety, shall 
become obligatory upon such railway company: Provided, however, 
that if any railway company subject to this Act shall fail to file its 
rules and instructions the Chief Inspector shall prepare rules and 
instructions, not inconsistent herewith for the inspection and testing 
of steam locomotives, boilers, tenders and their appurtenances, to be 
observed by such railway company; which rules and instructions, 
being approved by the Board, and a copy thereof being served upon 
the President, General Manager or General Superintendent of such 
railway company, shall be observed, and a violation thereof, by such 
railway company, shall incur a penalty as hereinafter provided: 
Provided, also, that such railway company may submit from time to 
time any proposed change in its rules and instructions herein pro- 
vided for, as it may deem desirable, but no such change shall take 
effect or be enforced until the same shall have been filed with and 
approved by the Board. 


Rules and 
instructions for 
inspection 

and testing. 


11. It shall be the duty of each inspector to become familiar, as Duties of 


far as practicable, with the condition of each locomotive, tender an 
their appurtenances ordinarily housed or repaired in the district to 
which he is assigned; and if any locomotive is ordinarily housed or 
repaired in two or more districts, then the Chief Inspector or an 
Assistant Chief Inspector shall make such division between In- 
spectors as will avoid unnecessary duplication of work. Each In- 
spector shall make such personal inspection of the locomotives under 
his care from time to time as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this Act, and as may be consistent with other duties 


_ herein or hereunder assigned, but he shall not be required to make 


such inspections at stated times or at regular intervals. His first 
duty shall be to see that railway companies make inspection in accord- 
ance with the rules and regulations established and approved by the 
Board, and that railway companies repair the defects which such 
inspections disclose, before the locomotive or locomotives or appur- 
tenances pretaining thereto are again put in service. To this end 
each railway company subject to this Act, shall file with the District 
Inspector in charge, under the oath of the proper officer or employee, 
a duplicate of the report of each inspection required by such rules 
and regulations, and shall also file with such Inspector, under the 
oath of the proper officer or employee, a report of the defects dis- 
closed by the Inspector. The rules and regulations herein provided 
for shall prescribe the time at which such reports shall be made. 
Whenever any District Inspector shall, in the performance of his 


ai District Inspector. 


Annual report 
of Chief 
Inspector. 


Accidents 
reported by 
railway corm- 
panies. 
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duty find any locomotive, tender or appurtenances pretaining thereto, 
not conforming to the requirements of the law or the rules or regula- 
tions established and approved as herein before stated, he shall notify 
the railway company in writing that the locomotive is not 1n service- 
able condition, and thereafter such locomotive shall not be used 
until in serviceable condition: Provided, that a, railway company, 
when notified by an Inspector in writing, that a locomotive is not in 
serviceable condition, because of defects set out and described in 
said notice, may within five days after receiving said notice, appeal 
to the Chief Inspector by telegraph or by letter to have said locomo- 
tive re-examined, and upon receipt of the appeal from the District 
Inspectors decision, the Chief Inspector shall assign one of the 
Assistant Chief Inspectors or any District Inspector other than the 
one from whose decision the appeal is taken to re-examine and 
inspect said locomotive within fifteen days from date of notice. If 
upon such re-examination the locomotive is found in serviceable 
condition, the Chief Inspector shall immediately notify the railway 
company in writing, whereupon such locomotive may be put into 
service without further delay; but if the re-examination of said 
locomotive sustains the decision of the District Inspector, the Chief 
Inspector shall at once notify the railway company owning or operat- 
ing such locomotive that the appeal from the decision of the District 
Inspector is dismissed, and upon the receipt of such notice the rail- 
way company may within thirty days appeal to the Board, and upon 
such an appeal, and after due notice and hearing said Board shall 


have power to revise, modify, or set aside such action of the Chief | 


Inspector and declare that said locomotive is in serviceable condition 
and authorize the same to be operated: Provided further, that pend- 
ing either appeal the requirements of the District Inspector shall be 
effective. 


12. The Chief Inspector shall make an annual report to the 
Board, of the work done during the year, and shall make such recom- 
mendations for the betterment of the service as he deems desirable. 


13. In the case of accident resulting from failure from any cause, 
of a locomotive or its appurtenances, resulting in serious injury or 
death to one or more persons, information of such accident shall be 
immediately communicated by telegraph or telephone by the railway 
company owning or operating said locomotive, to the Chief Inspector: 
A statement must also be made in writing of the facts of such acci- 
dent, by the railway company owning or operating said locomotive, to 
the Chief Inspector within ten days after such accident. As on as 
information has been received concerning such accident by the Chief 


Inspector, he shall immediately investigate, or cause to be investigated 
by an Assistant Chief Inspector or Distri 


such accident. And where the locomotiv 
that it cannot be run by its own steam, the part or parts affected b 

the said accident shall be preserved by said railway “ompany inta i 
so far as possible without hindrance to traffic until after a i = 
tion. The Assistant Chief Inspector or the designated In eae 
making the inspection shall examine or cause to be e ae od 
thoroughly the locomotive or part affected, making full and = taal 

report of the cause of the accident to the Chief Te ene Te 
Board may at any time call upon the Chief Inspector for a yep 


e is disabled to the extent 


ct Inspeetor, the cause of 
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of any accident embraced in this section, and upon the receipt of 
said report, if it deems it to the public interest, make reports of such 
investigations, stating the cause of accident, together with such 
recommendation as it deems proper. Such reports shall be made 
public in such a manner as the Board deems advisable. Neither said 
report nor any report of said investigation, nor any part thereof, 
shall be admitted as evidence or use for any purpose in any suit or 
action or damages growing out of any matter mentioned in said 
report or investigation. 


14. Any railway company violating any of the provisions of thisPenalty for 
section, or any rule or regulation made herein or hereunder, or Baye ee 
orders of the Board or of any Inspector, shall be liable to a penalty 
of not less than one hundred dollars, for each and every such violation, 
to be recovered in a civil suit to be brought on information filed by 
the Board with the Attorney General of the Province wherein such 
violation has been committed, with the instructions to take such 
proceedings as are necessary to the case. But no such suit shall be 
brought after the expiration of one year from the date of such viola- 
tion. 

(2.) The Board shall file with the Attorney General of the Prov- 
ince wherein any violation of the said provisions takes place, the 
necessary information as soon as the fact of such violation comes to 
the knowledge of the said Board. 


15. The execution and enforcement of the provisions of this sec-The Boara 
tion shall be under the jurisdiction of the Board, and all powersProvisions. 
heretofore possessed by the said Board by virtue of any Act of Parlia-*° eS 
ment are hereby extended to the execution and enforcement of the 
provisions of this section. 


Howse or Commons, 
CoMMITTEE Room, 
Turspay, 1st May, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, an Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock am. Present: 


Messieurs ‘Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Bennett (Calgary), Bradbury, 
Cochrane, Hartt, Graham, Lemieux, Macdonell, Mgclean (York), Murphy, Nesbitt, 
Pugsley, Sinclair, and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


. 
At one o’clock, the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 
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House or COMMONS, 
ComMiTTEE Room, 
Wepnespay, 2nd May, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, an Act to consolidate 
and amend the Nailway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


in the chair, Bennett (Calgary), 


ESENT: Messi Armstrong (Lambton) : y 
Present: Messieurs Arms g ay, Rad Se prac 


Bradbury, Graham, Green, Lemieux, Macdonell, Nesbitt, Pug 


The committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


Section 168 being reconsidered, subsection 3 thereof was referred to a sub- 
Messrs. Bennett (Calgary) 


committee for redrafting, such sub-committee to consist of 
and Graham. 


At one o’clock, the committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
Commirres Room, No. 301, ; 
Tuurspay, May 3, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, an Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Carvell, Hartt, 
Graham, Green, Macdonald, Macdonell, Maclean (York), McCurdy, Nesbitt, Sin- 
clair and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


At the request of the Executive Committee of the Union of Canadian Muni- 
cipalities, Ordered, that Friday, May 18, be fixed for consideration of the sections of 
the bill affecting cities, towns and villages, particularly expropriation of easements 
in section 216 et Seq. and Telegraph and Telephone, sections 367-376 and sections 
252 and 358, 254 and 256 et Seq. 


Ordered, that Thursday, May 10, be fixed for the consideration of the section of 
tke bill respecting compensation for stock killed or injured on railway tracks. 


Section 146, “Stock and bond issues,” being read, Sir Henry Drayton and others 
were heard thereon. 


‘ Section 219 being read, Mr. D. L. McCarthy, of the Toronto Niagara Power 
o., was heard thereon, and the following new subsections 3 and 4 were proposed to 


be added to the section. (For these new i . 
. subsections N wi 
herewith.) see Minutes of Evidence 


The Committee then adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


- 
% 
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House or Commons, 
Commirter Room, 
Fripay, May 4, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 18, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 

Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Donaldson, Hartt, 
Graham, Green, Lapointe (Kamouraska), Lemieux, Macdonald, Macdonell, Sinclair, 
and Weichel. 

The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 

Ordered that Wednesday, May 16, 1917, be fixed for the consideration of the tele- 
phone sections of the Bill and that the parties interested therein be notified 
accordingly. 

Ordered that Tuesday next, 8th instant, be fixed for the consideration of 
sections 252, 254, 256, 309, ete., and that Mr. W. D. Lighthall, on behalf of the union 
of municipalities, be notified accordingly. 

Ordered that Tuesday next, 8th instant, be also fixed for the hearing of Mr. 
Peltier, Mr. Best and Mr. Lawrence on the sections affecting the Brotherhoods of 
Locomotive Engineers, Firemen and Enginemen, Order of Railroad Conductors and 
Railway Trainmen. 

At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until Tuesday next, Sth instant, at 11 
o'clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
CommMiTTEE Room, 
Turspay, 8th May, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, an Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o'clock a.m. 

Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Donaldson, Hartt, Green, 
Lapointe (Kamouraska), Lemieux, Macdonell, Maclean (York), Murphy, Nesbitt, 
Reid, Sinclair and Weichel. 

A telegram from R. McKenzie stating that the delegation from the Canadian 
Council of Agriculture cannot reach Ottawa before the fifteenth instant owing to 
other meetings connected with the grain trade, being read, it was 


Resolved, that Tuesday, May 15, instead of Thursday, May 10, be fixed for the 
consideration of the sections of the Bill dealing with the cattle killed or injured on 
railway tracks, ete. 


Ordered, that Thursday, May 10, be fixed for the hearing of Frank Hawkins, 
Secretary Canadian Lumbermen’s Association, and others, on section 323 of the Bill. 


Ordered, that Friday, May 11, be fixed for the hearing of a delegation from the 
Mutual Fire Underwriters’ Association of Ontario. 


The Committee then resumed the consideration of the Bill. 


Messrs. Best, Lawrence and Peltier, representing the various brotherhoods of 
railway employees, were heard on several sections of the Bill. 


At one o’clock, the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 
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ERRATA. 
Orrawa, May 8, 1917. 


The Secretary. 

Special Committee of House of Commons on Bill No. 18. 

“ An Act to Consolidate and Amend the Railway Act.” 

Dear Sir—Please make the following corrections appearing in Exhibit. “A.” com- 
"9 of Proceedings of the Special Committee, No. 5, April 28:— 


mencing at page 
e 73, the word, “ consistent ” in the 11th line should read 


Tn clause 10, pag 
“ inconsistent.” 

Tn clause 13, in second line appearing 
“yailway ” should read “ locomotive.” 

In clause 13, in second last line thereof, page 75, the word “going” should 


at top of page 75, the second word 


read “ growing.” 
Respectfully submitted, 
WM. L. BEST, 
Legislative Representative, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen. 


On behalf of the representatives of the railway employees. 


Houser or Commons, 
Commitres Room, 
_ Wepnespay, 9th May, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, an Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’cloeck a.m. 

Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Bennett (Calgary), 
Blain, Bradbury, Hartt, Graham, Green, Lapointe (Kamouraska), Lemieux, Rain- 
ville, Sinclair and Weichel. 

The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


At one o’clock, the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
CommiTTre Room, 
Tuurspay, May 10, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13 A i 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. eee am 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chai i 

air, Blain, C an 

Graham, Lapointe (Kamouraska), Lemieux, Macdonald, Macdonell, Mince Pee 

Nesbitt, Rainville, Sinclair, and Weichel. j 
The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


Mr. A. C. McMaster, Solicitor of the Toronto Board of T 
: > . 5 rad. i y 
Hawkins, Secretary of the Canadian Lumbermen’s Association sae oe on ) 


sections of the Bill. 
At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m 
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Hovust or Commons, 
CommirrEr Room, 
Fripay, May 11, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Hartt, Green, 
Lapointe (Kamouraska), Lemieux, Macdonald, Macdonell, Murphy, Nesbitt, Sinclair 
and Weichel. 

The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 

Section 387.—“ Fires from locomotives’””’ being read, representatives from the 
Mutual Fire Underwriters’ Association of Ontario were heard thereon. 


Section 313 being further reconsidered, Mr. A. C. McMaster, on behalf of the 
Toronto Board of Trade, was again heard thereon, and also on some other sections. 


At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until Tuesday next, 15th instant, at 11 
o’clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
CommirTre Room, 
Turspay, 15th May, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton); in the chair, Blain, Carvell, Cochrane, 
Hartt, Green, Macdonell, Sinclair, and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


Ordered, That Tuesday next, 22nd instant, be set apart for the consideration of 
section 358 of Bill No. 13, dealing with “Traffic by water”. 


Ordered That Wednesday next, 23rd instant, be set apart for the consideration of 
section 387, dealing with “Fires from locomotives”. 


R. McKenzie, and others, on behalf of the Canadian Council of Agriculture, were 
heard on sections of the Bill respecting Fences, Gates and Cattle Guards. 


At one o’clock, the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. , 


Housr or Commons, 
CommMirTrE Room, 
Wepnespay, May 16, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Carvell, Cochrane, 
Green, Lapointe (Kamouraska), Macdonald, Macdonell, Maclean (York), McCurdy, 
Murphy, Nesbitt, Rainville, Sinclair, Turriff, and Weichel. 
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The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill, and proceeded to the consider- 
ation of section 375 dealing with telephones, etc. ‘ 


Mr. F. Dagger, representing the Ontario Provincial Government, Mr. Geoffrion, 
the Bell Telephone Co., and Messrs. Mackay, Seott and Mayberry, the Canadian Inde- 


ae _ 
pendent Telephone Association, were heard. 


Ordered, that further consideration of section 375 be postponed until Tuesday, 
29th May, instant. 
At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until Friday at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Notice of Proposed Amendment. . ‘ 
By Mr. Lemieux: New section 385a to be inserted: 


“385a. When a company fails to make delivery at destination of any goods 
which it has agreed to transport, and when the inexecution of the contract is 
accompanied by an appropriation, on the part of the company, of the goods 
shipped, or by any other offence, the damages for which it is liable shall — 
comprise—in addition to all those mentioned in section 385, and all those which 
have been foreseen or might have been foreseen at the time of the making of the 
contract, all damages, foreseen or unforeseen, which are of an immediate and 
direct consequence of the offence and of the inexecution of the contract” 


Memorandum submitted by Toronto Board of Trade. - 


J. FE. Armstronc, Esq., M.P., 
Chairman Special Committee 
re Revision of the Railway Act, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


Dear Sir,-—I enclose you herewith memorandum submitted by the Toronto 
Board of Trade covering the items that we were discussing before your Com- 
mittee last week. 

Some of the items in this memorandum, of course, you dealt with as you 
proceeded, but some of them are still standing over. 

The items that the Board are most concerned about are sections 313, 357 and ~ 
and 358. I am sending to Mr. Chrysler a copy of the proposed amendment to 
section 357. You will see it set out at the top of page 4 of the enclosed 
Memorandum, = 

At the top of page 3, you will see the addition that the Board of Trade 
want to get to section 313; as originally proposed by the Board, it was typed on 
this memorandum—the words striken out in ink are the words Mr. Strachan 
df ohnston suggested should be stricken out. I have also quoted in full certain 
sections of American Interstate Commerce Act, which were referred to. 


Yours truly, 


A. C. McMaster, 


Memorandum submitted by the Toronto Board of Trade to th 
mittee of the House of Commons dealing with Bill 13—“ An A C 
Amend the Railway Act.” Tater 3 

The Toronto Board of Trade seek to have this Bill 
the reasons set out, in addition to what w 
Trade before the Committee. 


Special Com- 
ousclidate and 


_ amended as follows and for 
as verbally said on behalf of the Board of 


. 
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In the interpretation clause, subsection 2 of the Act, subsection 30, the Board. 


of Trade points out that the provisions in respect to telegraph tolls are not as wide 
as those in section 31 in respect to telephone tolls and they suggest that subsection 
30 should be made to conform to the phraseology of subsection 31 substituting 
“telegraph” for telephone. 


Section 42—This is the section providing that in matters of special importance 
_ the Minister of Justice may instruct Counsel to argue the case or any particular 
question arising in the application. The section in the third to last line provides 
that the Board may direct that the costs of such Counsel shall be paid by any party 
to the application. The Toronto Board of Trade submits that this might be a very 
onerous thing and that there should be no such power but that in case the Govern- 
inent feels the matter involved is of sufficient public importance to justify the 
appointment of special Counsel that the Government should pay the expense. 


Section 149.—-This is the section dealing with disposition of lands obtained by 
way of subsidy. 

The Toronto Board of Trade feel that for the protection of the public sub- 
section 2 of this section should be amended by limiting the right there given to 
transfer the Company’s interest in such lands to a construction company so that 
such right can only be exercised with the sanction of the Board. The Boards of 
Trade view on this subject and the reason for their asking for this amendment 
were yesterday fully laid before the Committee by Counsel for the Board. 


Section 194, subsections 4 and 5.—Throughout these sections the Board 
submits that the word “new” as qualifying the word “railways” should be stricken 
cut wherever it appears. What is intended, it is submitted, is not that the section 
should only apply to a new railway but that it should apply to every new location 
and that this construction is sufficiently protected by the phrase “the proposed 
location” which appears in the sections and which shows that new construction is 
what is aimed at. 


Sections 202-203 and 222—These are sections dealing with expropriation proceed- 
ings. Without suggesting any phraseolgy the Board of Trade for the reasons 
submitted by counsel yesterday urge that amendments should be introduced that will 
prevent the railway company from tieing up indefinitely any person’s property under 
this clause, and suggest that the line of amendment should be that the railway 
companies on filing their plan shall become thereby bound to take the property 
and shall complete the purchase within a year or within some other reasonable 
time to be named in the Statute. 


Section 267—The Board of Trade is strongly of opinion that all Government 
tailroads should be brought fully under the provisions of the Act. 


Sections 809 and 420—These sections were fully discussed before the Committee 
by Counsel for the Board yesterday and the Board understands that the intention 
of the committee is to amend these sections by making the provisions of any by-laws 
introduced by any municipality effective only when approved by the Railway Board 
and upon the terms contained in any order so approving. 


Section 313—Section 1—The Toronto Board of Trade feels that there are 

“services now accorded to the public incidental and customary which are not expressly 

covered by any of the provisions of the Statute and therefore the Board asks that 

there be added to section 318, sub-section 1, another clause to be styled (e) reading 
as follows: 

“(e) furnish such other service as may be customary or usual in connection 

with the business of a carrier as the Board may from time to time order 


- 
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and shall maintain and continue all such services as are now established 
unless discontinued by the Board.” 


Section 316—Pooling of Trafic—-When this clause was discussed before the 
committee yesterday there was some difference of opinion as to what was meant 
by “pooling the traffic.” Just what is meant very fully appears in section 5 of the 
American Act to regulate Commerce, revised January 1, 1917. This particular clause 
dates back to the 24th August, 1912, and will be found in the memorandum on this 
Act published by the Interstate Commerce Commission at page 13, reading at that 
page as follows: 

“Section 5—(As amended August 24, 1912). That it shall be unlawful 
for any common carrier, subject to the provisions of this Act, to enter into 
any contract, agreement or combination with any other common carrier or 
carriers for the pooling of freights of different and competing railroads or 
to divide between them the aggregate or net proceeds of the earnings of such 
railroads or any portion thereof and in any case of an agreement for the 
pooling of freights as aforesaid each day of its continuance shall be deemed 
a separate offence.” 


The Statute under discussion before the Committee insofar as it prohibits 
pooling is qualified by the phrase “ without leave of the Board.” The American 
Statute is an absolute prohibition and the Board of Trade thinks that the prohi- 
bition should be absolute and that the American Statute is right. 


Section 357—This is important, particularly to small shippers who have not 
the same means through a special traffic man or department of checking up the tolls 
charged them as the larger shippers have and therefore it is not proper that they 
should be tied down too closely as to when they are to make their claims, and while 
it is important that on large claims the Board should have this additional new 
power, in fact, very important that they should have it, it is also important that the 
small shipper should not have to bring his small claims to the larger centres where 
the Board sits in order to have them adjudicated. In the first place, the Board should 
nct be troubled with small claims if it can be avoided and, in the second place, the 
small shipper should not be at this expense. He should be able to recover small 
charges in his local court. And the clause should further be amended so that there 
be no suggestion or implication that the carrier is justified in waiting for the making 
of a claim before refusing excessive charges if they have come to the carrier’s notice. 

Therefore the Board of Trade takes the liberty of suggesting that the section 
should read as follows: 


357. The Board may, where it finds that a toll which has been collected or received 
by the company is illegal, order the company to refund the portion of such toll which 
is In excess of the legal toll, with interest upon such excess at the rate of five per cent 
per annum from the date of collection of such toll ; but no such refund shall be ordered 
by the Board unless application for adjustment has first been made by the claimant to 
the Company, nor unless application is made to the Board within two years after the 
company has decided to pay the claim. But nothing herein claimed shall be held t 
deprive the claimant of his right to recover any such claim ™m any court of : ti é 
jurisdiction nor relieve the company from the duty of making refund ieee ee 
its discovery of any improper charge and without awaiting demand | ae 

Note—Two years is suggested. 
for damages in most of the provinces. 

Section 358—Traffic by water. 


Committee the Board’s objection to t 
Section reading as follows: 


It is the statutory period for bringing an action 


conneel for the Board yesterday put before the 
e amendment set out in the last five lines of this 


» A 
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And the provisions of this Act in respect of tolls, tariffs and joint tariffs shall, 
so far as deemed applicable by the Board, extend and apply to all freight traffic carried 
by ANY carrier by water from any port or place in Canada to any other port or place 
in Canada. 

In opposing this section the Toronto Board of Trade is fully in accord with the 
Montreal Board of Trade which has filed a written objection. 

The first part of the section is satisfactory... The Board should have jurisdiction 
where a railway company controls the shipping but not otherwise. It was suggested by 
some one before the committee yesterday that the American Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission had jurisdiction over independent shipping companies or ships. On looking at 
the Act to regulate Commerce it is submitted that this is an error, and that the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has no such power. The first section of the Act shows 
clearly that the cases referred to throughout the Act do not include independent ship- 
ping companies. For instance, in defining the carriers that are to be subject to the 
Act this phraseology is used: “and to any common carrier or carriers engaged in the 
transportation of passengers or property wholly by road and partly by road and partly 
by water when both are used under a common control, management or arrangement 
for a continuous carriage or shipment.” 


Finally, as to section 389, the Board submits that subsection 2 should be stricken 
out. The penalty for an infraction of an Order respecting tolls, namely, that the 
company may be sued for three times the amount of the toll, is not a bit too severe. 
There is no reason why, in adition to the expense and annoyance caused by having to 
sue in connection with a thing of this kind, the claimant should be put to the 
additional expense of making an application to the Board for leave to bring his action. 
If he brings it improperly no doubt the Courts will make him pay the costs of it and 
that will be a sufficient penalty on his part. 


MEMORANDA SUBMITTED BY RAILWAY BROTHERHOODS. 
Orrawa, Ontario, May 3, 1917. 


Mr. J. EK. ARMSTRONG, 
Committee on Consolidation and Amendment of Railway Act, 
House or ComMons, 


Orrawa, Ontario. . 

Dear Sir: With reference to the various sections of Bill No. 13, “An Act to 
Consolidate and Amend the Railway Act,” respecting the appointment, territorial 
limits and powers of constables to be appointed on request or recommendation of 
railway companies, as provided in sections 449, 450, 451 and 452, pages 185 and 186, 
we desire to respectfully submit the following observation :— 


ist. It would seem that, in time of industrial disputes, the duty and 
responsibility for the preservation of the peace and good order of the com- 
munity, and for the security of persons and property against unlawful acts on a 
railway and on any works belonging thereto, should devolve exclusively upon the 
civil authorities. If the civil authorities find themselves unable to immediately 
cope with the situation, owing to some unforeseen exigency, they have the right 
to appoint or call upon such assistance as may be required to adequately deal 
with all such exigencies. 
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Qnd. It will be observed that the appointments of constables, under the 
provisions of section 449, are made on recommendation or appheation of 
the railway company, or of a clerk or agent thereof, and when so appointed, 
such constables are practically and in fact the private emlployees of the 
company, paid by the company and under its entire control, as is shown in 
section 442, where provision is made for imposing a penalty and for 
deducting from the salaries of such constables the amount of any fine thus 
imposed. We are strongly of the opinion that no appointments of special 
constables should be made by railway companies in cases of industrial disputes. 
If railway companies deem it advisable, under any unusual condition or 
circumstances, that special constables should be appointed application should 
be made to the civil authorities, who are primarily responsible for main- 
taining good order, and such civil authorities shall immediately furnish such 


additional protection as may be necessary. 
8rd. The objections herewith submitted do not refer to permanent con- 
stables which may be employed by railway companies for police purposes in — 
and about railway stations, ete., but has special reference to the employment 
of special constables or gunmen in times of industrial disputes; and the 
arrival of such persons in any community usually has a most irritating effect 
upon strikers to acts of violence, which otherwise would not have been 
committed. 
4th. We are also of the opinion that it is important that all persons 
appointed to the position of constables shall be British subjects, and that when 
such persons take the oath of office, such oath should contain a provision 
wherein such persons shall make a solemn declaration that they are British 
subjects. Upon all such persons taking this oath falsely, a severe penalty 
should be imposed. 
5th. We submit, therefore, that the law should be so amended that railway ~ 
companies will be prohibited from appointing special constables in times of industrial 
disputes, for the reasons above mentioned. 


Respectfully submitted, 


(Sed.) C. LAWRENCE, 
Dominion Legislative Representative, 
® Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers. 


(Sgd.) WM. L. BEST, 
Canadian Legislative Representative, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen 
and Enginemen. 


(Sed.) L. L. PELTIER, 
Dominion Legislative Representative, 
Order of Railway Conductors. 


(Sed.) JAMES MURDOCK, 
Dominion Legislative Representative, 
Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen. 
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Dear Sir,—In reference to clauses 442, 449, 450, 451 and 452, we submit it is 
quite true that the constables are proposed to be appointed by certain civil 
functionaries designated by section 449, but these appointments are made on the 
application of the railway company or of a clerk or agent thereof, and the 
persons appointed are recommended by them for that purpose. When appointed 
these constables are practically and in fact the private employees of the com- 
pany, paid by them and subject to the control of the company. This is shown 
by clause 442, which provides that any penalty imposed on a constable so 
appointed may be deducted from any salary due to him from the company and 
by clause 452, which clothes the company, or any clerk or agent thereof, with 
powers to dismiss such constable. We also wish to point out that although the 
said clause 449 provides that the person appointed a constable thereunder should 
be a British subject, he is not required by the form of oath prescribed by that 
section to swear that he is such. The said form of oath should be amended so 
as to make the person appointed constable swear that he is a British subject, 
and the proper penalty should be provided when any person appointed a con- 
stable falsely swears that he is a British subject. The sections above referred 
to are undoubtedly framed to meet conditions which may arise in the event 
of a strike or industrial disputes, and it is a well-known fact that in the past, 
railway companies have almost entirely sought to protect lives and their 
property, in the case of such strikes and industrial disputes, by means of 
guards or watchmen supplied by certain well known detective agencies, and 
in the latter capacity may properly be characterized as a sort of private 
military or police force. The use of these guards or watchmen designated 
constables, only tends to create an irreconcilable hostility between the com- 
panies and their striking employees, and nothing is better calculated to incite 
the latter to deeds of violence. 

As example of this your attention will be drawn’ to the report and 
recommendations of the Deputy Minister of Labour, Mr. Acland, concerning 
a strike of the C. P. R. freight handlers at Fort William, in 1909. 

Frequently the men supplied are not of such a character as to make it 
advisable that they should be appointed as constables under the Act, but, 
owing to the haste with which they are generally appointed, there is no 
opportunity afforded to inquire into their antecedents or previous character, 
and some of the disastrous consequences resulting from strikes and labour 
disputes frequently arise from the employment of such men as constables, 
especially where there are many foreigners among the employees involved 
in a strike or industrial dispute. Moreover, the fact that the private con- 
stables are not in uniform have a tendency to make them less respected, 
whereas the ordinary or civil constables in uniform are always respected by 
the striking employees. These objections do not apply to the constables at 
present and ordinarily employed by railway companies to protect the property 
and preserve the peace. The practice of employing men supplied by private 
detective agencies as watchmen or guards by railway companies and other 
corporations in case of strikes and industrial disputes has become a menace 
in the United States as may be seen from the reports of the Secretary of 
Labour up to and including June, 1916, Department of Labour, Washington, 
and may have grown there very largely out of the sloth and dilatoriness of 
the civil authorities to render efficient and prompt protection to persons and 
property in such cases. But we believe this cannot be alleged of Canadian | 
civil authorities, and to allow. companies to employ men as constables in 
large numbers doubtlessly supplied by such detective agencies in Canada 
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is well calculated to produce similar deplorable results here, and is bound 
to cause irritation among strikers and those involved in industrial disputes, 
frequently resulting in hostile demonstrations and bloodshed. Such actions 
upon the part of corporations should never be allowed in Canada, and the 
duty of rendering efficient and prompt protection to persons and property 
in eases of strikes and industrial disputes should be imposed on the civil 
authorities exclusively; we have the means of calling the proper authorities 
to their assistance in ease of need. A contrary course tends to bring the 
local civil authorities into contempt, whereas its employment of officers of the 
civil authority appreciating their duty, is the surest guaranty for the protection 
of life and property and the maintenance of the public peace. Strikers or 
their friends will not molest or resist the officers of the civil authorities, 
when, under exactly similar circumstances they will assault and be assaulted 
by the watchmen or guards hired by the company and designated as constables. 

Your attention will be called to the Fourth Annual Report of the Secre- 
tary of Labour, W. B. Wilson, Department of Labour, Washington, on this 
important question and his recommendations to Congress for remedial legis- 
lation. This report emphasizes the deplorable industrial warfare brought about 
there by the failure of the civil authorities to assume their proper function and 
we would sincerely deplore similar conditions obtaining as firm a foot hold in 
our beloved Canada. 

If notwithstanding what we have stated it is proposed to maintain or 
partly maintain the said clauses in the Act, we respectfully submit that they 
should be so amended as to provide that the persons to be appointed constables 
should be appointed by and be subject to the exclusive control of the civil 
authorities, and should not be recommended for that purpose by the company 
or any clerk or agent thereof, or be under their control, thereby constituting 
them the private guards or watchmen of the company. There should be no 
difficulty in defining the proper civil authority to have the appointment or con- 

~ trol of such constables. : 


— 
ee es ee ee 


Yours respectfully, 


LL. i PRE ’ 
Deputy President, and Dominion Legislative 
Representative, Order of Railway Conductors. 
J. E. Armstronc, Esq., M.P. 
Chairman, Committee on Consolidation and 
Revision of the Railway Act. 
House of Commons, 


Ottawa. j . 
: 

House or Commons, i 

Committee Room, 2 

Fripay, May 18, 1917. 7 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Bradbury, 


Cochrane, Graham, Green, Macdonald, Macdonell, McL York i 
Sinclair, Turriff and Weichel, ation: oe ee 
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The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


On section 373, “Putting lines or wires across or along highways, etc.,” Mr. W. D. 


~Lightall, on behalf of the Union of Canadian Municipalities, Mr. D. E. Thomson 


and others on behalf of the City of Toronto; Mr. Geo. H. Kelmer, representing the 
Ontario Provincial Government; Mr. Pope, for the Hydro-Electrie Commission; 
Mr. McCarthy, representing the Toronto Niagara Power Co., and others were heard. 


At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until Tuesday next, 22nd instant, at 11 
o’clock a.m. 


Proposep AMENDMENT By Mr. LIGHTHALL. 


Orrawa, May 18, 1917. 


The Union of Canadian Municipalities are very much afraid of and averse to 
the expropriation of easements seperately from land. If the words “and any easement, 
ete.,” are retained, they request this amendment to section 2, subsection 15 (defining 
jand’’) :-— 

Insert before “any easement” the words “shall, except in cities, towns and villages, 


include.” x 
Any other sections or suggested amendments to be treated so as to reject 


“easements and servitudes, etc.,” for expropriation. 


W. D. LIGHTHALL, 
Hon. Sec. U. C. M.. 


To the Chairman of the 
Revision of Railway Act Committee. 


Proposep AMENDMENTS By D. E. THomson, K.C., ON BEHALF OF City or Toronto. 


Amend section 373 as follows :— 

Strike out the words “or line for the conveyance of light, heat, power, or 
electricity” where they occur in the first, second and sixth sub-sections. In sub- 
section 7 insert after the word “any” in the second line the words “telegraph or 
telephone”. Strike out sul&ection 9. 


NEW SECTION—373a 


In this section— 


1. (a) “Company”—means any person or company having legislative authority 
form the Parliament of Canada to acquire, construct, operate or maintain works, 
machinery, plant, lines, poles, tunnels, conduits, or other means for receiving, gener- 
ating, storing, transmitting, distributing or supplying electricity or other power or 
energy, but does not include a railway company, or a telegraph company or telephone 


_ company. 


_ (b) “Municipality’—means the municipal council or other authority having 
jurisdiction over the highways, squares or public places of a city, town or village, 
or over the highway, square or public place concerned. 

2. Notwithstanding anything contained in any special or other Act or authority 
of the Parliament of Canada or of the legislature of any province, the company 
shall not, except as in this section provided, acquire, construct, maintain or operate 
any works, machinery, plant, line, pole, tunnel, conduit or other device upon, along, 
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across, or under any highway, square or other public place within the limits of any 
city, town or village without the consent of the municipality. Pant 

3. If the Company cannot obtain the consent of the municipality or cannot 
obtain such consent otherwise than subject to conditions not acceptable to the Com- 
pany, the Company may apply to the Board for leave to exercise its powers upon 
such highway, square or public place; and all the provisions of section 373 of this Act 
with respect to the powers and rights of any Company covered by that section and with 
respect to proceedings where the Company cannot obtain the consent of the munici- 
pality shall, subject to the provisions of this section apply to the Company and 
to ery application to the Board and to all proceedings thereon and to the powers 


iw 
ehier 


of the Board in the premises. 

4, Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to authorize the Company 
nor shall the Company have any right to acquire, construct, maintain or operate 
any distribution system or to distribute light, heat, power or electricity in any City, 
‘own, or Village; or to erect, put or place in, over, along or under any highway or 
pubhie place in any City, Town or Village any works, machinery, plant, pole, 
tunnel, conduits, or other device for the purpose of such distribution without the 
Company first obtaining consent therefor by a by-law of the Municipality; provided 
that this subsection shall not prevent the Company from delivering or supplying such 
power by any means now existing or under the provisions of any contract now in 
force for use in the operation of any railway or for use by any other company law- 
Tnlly engaged in the distribution of such power within any such city, town or village. 

5. The provisions of the last preceding subsection shall apply to and restrict the 
powers of any company heretofore incorporated by special Act or other authority of 
the Parliament of Canada notwithstanding that such provisions may be inconsistent 


with the provisions of such special Act or other authority, and notwithstanding the ~ 


provisions of section 3 of this Act; and it is hereby declared that the powers of any 
such company have been so restricted since the date of the enactment of Chapter 
87 of the Revised Statutes of Canada (1906) that is to say, the 31st day of 
January, 1907. 


House or Commons, 
CoMMITTEE Room, 
THeEspay, May 22, 1917. 


The Specinl Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consoliflate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Bradbury, 
Cochrane, Cromwell, Graham, Green, Macdonell, Murphy, Nesbitt, Oliver, Reid 
Sinclair, and Weichel. ; 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill, and proceeded to the consider- 
ation of section 358 dealing with “Traffic by Water”. 


The Chairman read telegrams and letters in connection therewith, after which he 
expressed a desire to vacate the chair by reason of his active interest in the provisions 
of the section under consideration. 


On motion of Hon. Mr. Cochrane, Mr. Macdonell took the chair. 


Mr. Francis King, counsel for the Dominion Marine Association, and other 
persons representing certain Boards of Trade and Transportation Companies were 
then heard. 


» ol 
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At one o’clock the Committee took recess until four o’clock p.m. 


At four o’clock the Committee resumed the hearings against the provisions of 
section 358, and then Mr. Armstrong, M.P. for Lambton, was heard in favour of the 


same. 


At six o’clock, the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


The following was ordered to be printed in the Proceedings of the Day :— 


LEGISLATIVE BUILDINGS, 
Toronto, May 18, 1917. 


Re Section 375, Bill No. 18. 
Dear Sir,— 


At the session of your Committee on the 16th instant the writer quoted 
from a letter received by The Ontario Railway and Municipal Board from the 
Admaston Rural Telephone Association. 

Upon my return to Toronto I find a further communication from this 
Association has been received by the Board, with reference to a recent agree- 
ment with the Bell Telephone Company of Canada. I now beg to hand you a 
copy of the communication referred to, in which you will notice the writer claims 
that, because of the fact that no Board has jurisdiction to decide the terms 
for local interchange, his Association has been forced to sign an agreement 
with the Bell Telephone Company, and that under existing conditions there 
is nothing for this Board to do but to approve of such agreement in order 
that the Association may continue to have local connection with the Bell 
Telephone Company upon terms which the Admaston Association has no 
alternative but to accept. This emphasizes the necessity for questions of 
this nature being heard by a joint board having authority to enforce its 
decision upon each party in interest. 


Yours very truly, 
F. DAGGER, 
Electrical and Telephone Expert. 
J. E. Armstronc, Esq., M.P. 
Chairman, Special Committee on Bill No. 13. 
House of Commons, Ottawa. 


ApMASTON Station, ONT., 
May 14, 1917. 
HeeGs Swann, Esq:; 
Secretary Ontario Railway and Municipal Board, 
Toronto. 


DEAR SIR :— 


Yours of the 11th to hand re Admaston R. T. Association, Ltd. 

When I wrote to your Board when the Bell Telephone Company of Canada 
wanted us to take a flat rate instead of a 10 cent switching rate you referred 
me to Ottawa and the Board in Ottawa said they had no jurisdiction over them; 
so we were forced to pay them $5 (per telephone per annum) where our 
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switching rate cost most of us from $1 to $2 per year; so we were forced to 
sign the agreement they have sent to you now, for three years, so there is 
nothing to do only approve it. 

Yours with thanks, 


QC. L. McCRADY, 
Sec. A.R.T. Ass’n., Lid. 


LraisLative BurLpines, 
Toronto, May 19, 1917. 


Re Section 375—Bill No. 13. 


Dear Mr. Armstronc,—I beg to hand you herewith, for your further infor- 
mation, copy of a communication received this day from the Udney Telephone 
Company, Limited, together with the reply of this Board thereto. 


Yours very truly, 


F. DAGGER, 
Electrical and Telephone Expert. 
J. E. Armstrronea, Esq., M.P., 
Chairman, Special Committee on Bill No. 13. 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


Tue OnrARIO RAILWAY AND MunicipaL Boarp, Toronto. 
Wepnespay, May 17, 1917. 

Gentlemen,—We are extending our telephone system in another direction 
from the Bell Exchange or our central and the Bell Telephone Co. wants us to 
supply and erect 18 poles from the Bell Exchange or our central as a bonus 
for connection. Our agreement with the Bell Telephone Co. is that they will 
meet us # mile from their exchange at Brechin with free circuits on their 
existing lead and we pay them $4 per subscriber per annum for switching. 
They claim the territory within $ mile of their exchange. Might say, that 
at present they have a lead of five poles in the direction we are extending our 
line. Are we obliged to give the Bell Co. this bonus, or can we build to the 
end of their existing line and compel them to give us a connection there, 
or should the Bell Co. meet us ? mile from their exchange? 


Hoping to receive a prompt reply, 
Yours truly, 
Udney Telephone Co., Ltd., 
ALEX. MARTIN, Jr., 
Secretary. 


Lecistative Burmprxas, 


. Toronto, May 19, 1917. 
fe Extension of System—Bell Telephone Co. Agreement. 


Dear Sie—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter 
of the 17th instant and in reply thereto beg to advise you that this Board 
has no jurisdiction to deal with matters affecting local connection between 


the Bell Tel 
Oe elephone ‘Co. of Canada, and locally-owned telephone systems in 


ALEX. Marr, Esq., Jr., 
Sec. the Udney Telephone Co., Limited, 
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The Provincial Government is endeavouring to secure such amendments 
to the Dominion Railway Act which would enable questions of this nature to 
be settled by joint board, consisting of members of the Board of Railway 
Commissioners for Canada and this Board. At the present time your only 
course is to endeavour to secure the best terms you can from the Bell Telephone 
Company. 

I have the honour to be, 
Your obedient servant, 


H. C. SMALL, 
Secretary. 


Udney, Ont. 


ERRATA. 


ALEXANDRA Hortet, 


Ortawa, May 17, 1917. 


Mr. J. E. Armstrone, M.P., 
Chairman of the Committee on Bill No. 13, 


An Act to Consolidate and Amend the Railway Act, 
House of Commons, Ottawa. 


Dear Str,—In the printed proceedings of your Committee the following 
errors occur, will you please make the corrections in some future issue. 

In the second paragraph in my letter to Sir Robert Borden, Prime Minister, 
it is made to read “for services rendered the public the railway companies 
themselves enforce the pay before you enter system in the freight service,” this 
should read “the railway companies themselves enforce the pay before you 
entér systern in the passenger service and the pay before delivery system in the 
freight service.” Page 189 of the proceedings, No. 10, May 8. 

The same date and proceedings, on page 191, under the heading “ States 
that require bi-weekly or semi-monthly payment of wages to railway employees ” 
omissions of the following States occur :— 

Oklahama, on railroads, in mines, factories and quarries if demanded. 

R. L. section 3760, Acts 1913, Ch. 46. 

Pennsylvania, Acts 1913, No. 76. 
Texas, corporations employing more than ten contractors on public 

works, Acts 1915, Ch. 385. 

Wisconsin, corporations only, Acts 1915, Ch. 114. 
Michigan. 


Respectfully submitted, 
L. L. PELTIER, 


L Dominion Legislative Representative, 
Order of Railway Conductors. 
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Housr oF CoMMONS, 
CommitTEE Room, 
Wepnespay, May 23, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 18, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Bradbury, Carvell, Coch- 
rane, Green, Macdonald, Macdonell, Maclean (York), Nesbitt, Oliver, Sinelair, and 


Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill, and proceeded to the consider- 
ation of sections 284, 289, 302, and 311, dealing with the operation and equipment of 
ears and locomotives, ete. 


The superintendent of motive power and the general superintendent of eastern 
lines of the Grand Trunk Railway Co., and others were heard, as well as the repre- 
sentatives of the Brotherhood of the Railway Employees. 


At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until Friday at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Notice of Proposed New Sections. 


By the Brotherhood of Railway Employees: 
Cp. 3 WS) RR 5 


HOURS OF WORK. 


1. In this section, unless the context otherwise requires,— 

(a) “railway” includes all bridges and ferries used or operated in connection 
with any railway and all the line or lines in use by any railway company operating a 
railway, whether owned or operated under a contract, agreement or lease; 

(b) “employee” means any person or persons actually engaged in or connected 
with the movement of any train; 

(c) “on duty” shall include the entire period of service or responsibility there- 
fore. 

2. This section shall apply to any railway company under the jurisdiction of the 
Parliament of Canada, and to all the officers, agents and employees thereof engaged 
in the transportation of passengers or property by rail in Canada, or from any place 
in Canada to any place outside of Canada, or from any place in Canada through a 
foreign country to any other place in Canada. 

3. No railway company, its officers or agents, shall require or permit any employee, 
subject to the provisions of this section, to be or to remain on duty for a longer period 
than fourteen consecutive hours; and whenever any such employee has been con- 
tinuously on duty for fourteen hours he shall be relieved and not required or per 
mitted again to go on duty until he had been at least ten consecutive hours off duty; 
and no such employee who has been on duty fourteen hours in the aggregate in on 
twenty-four hour period shall be required or permitted to continue or Re go on 
duty without having been at least eight consecutive hours off duty: Provided! that 
the foregoing provisions shall not apply in cases of excess service ‘arising solely and 
wholly because of grave and unforseen casualties or exigencies against the occurrences 
of which the exercise of the highest degree of care and diligence on the part of h 
railway company, its officers or managing agents, could not have ice but ae 
occasioned by overloading engines with excess tonnage, engine failures, ieee pe 
bars, hot journals, or bursted air-hose, shall not be held to suspend the open of 


De 


a ee SS 


4 


\ 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 27 


APPENDIX No. 2 


the law under the foregoing proviso, and the excess service permitted by the provisions 
of this proviso shall in no ease continue longer than the period of actual delay caused 
by such unforeseen casualty or exigency. ; 

4. In all prosecutions under this section the railway company in the case shall 
be deemed to have knowledge of all the acts of its officers and agents and to have 
authorized such acts. 

5. Every railway company subject to the provisions of this section, shall report 
to the Board of Railway Commissioners for Canada, under oath, within thirty days 
after the end of each month, every instance in which its employees have been on duty 
for a longer period than is prescribed by this section. The officers of the said Board 
shall, from time to time, inspect the register books of the railway companies and make 
such other inquiry as is necessary for the proper observance of the provisions of this 
section. 

6. Every railway company which requires or permits any of its employees to be or 
to remain on duty in violation of the provisions of clause 3 of this section shall be 
guilty of an offence and liable to a penalty of two hundred dollars for each such viola- 
tion, to be recovered in a civil suit to be brought on information filed by the said 
Board with the Attorney General of the Province wherein such violation has been 
committed, with instructions to take such proceedings as are necessary in the case. 
But no such suit shall be brought after the expiration of one year from the date of 
such violation. 

(2) The said Board shall file with the Attorney General of the province wherein 
any violation of the said provisions takes place the necessary information as soon as 
the fact of such violation comes to the knowledge of the said Board. 

7. The execution and enforcement of the provisions of this section shall be under 
the jurisdiction of the said Board and all powers heretofore possessed by the said 
Board by virtue of any Act of Parliament are extended to the execution and enforce- 
ment of the provisions of this section. 

8. Nothing contained in this section shall be construed to make it obligatory upon 
any railway company to require service of fourteen hours in any twenty-four-hour 
period of any employee, or to make unlawful any agreement between any such railway 
company and any such employee for a period of service of less than fourteen hours in 
any twenty-four-hour’ period. 

9. This section shall come into force six months after it receives the assent of 
the Governor General. 


Housrk or Commons, 
CoMMITTEE Room, 
Frmay, May 25, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Carvell, Cochrane, 
Green, Macdonell, Nesbitt, and Sinclair. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 

On motion of Mr. Cochrane, section 331, dealing with special freight tariffs, was 
reconsidered, and Mr. Frank Hawkins, secretary of the Canadian Lumbermen’s Asso- 
ciation, again heard thereon. 

Further consideration postponed. 

Section 442 being further considered, the representatives of the Railway Brother- 
lioods were again heard thereon, and on section 449 and others dealing with the 
appointment of railway constables. Further consideration postponed. 

At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until Tuesday next at 11 o’clock a.m. 
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House oF Commons, 
CoMMITTEE Room, 
Turspay, May 29, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o'clock a.m. 

Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Carvell, Cochrane, 
Cromwell, Hartt, Green, Lemieux, Macdonald, Macdonell, Maclean (York), McCurdy, 
Nesbitt, Sinclair, and Weichel. 

The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 

Section 373, “Putting lines or wires across or along highways, ete.,” further con- 
sidered. Mr. MacKelean, for the National Trust Company; Mr. Anglin, K.C., for the 
British Empire Trust Company; Mi. George H. Kilver, for the city of Toronto; Mr. 
Pope for the Hydro-Electric Commission, and others were heard. Arguments closed. 
Section to be further considered by Committee. 

Sectioin 375, “Provisions governing telegraphs and telephones,” further considered. 

Mr. MacKay, on behalf of the Independent Telephone Company, submitted certain 
amendments to the amendments submitted by them on May 16. 

Mr. Aimé Geoffrion, K.C., on behalf of the Bell Telephone Company, and others 
heard thereon. 

Arguments closed. Sections to be further considered by the Committee. 


At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
ComMITTEE Room, 
WeEpNEsDAY, May 30, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Carvel], Cochrane, 
Hartt, Green, Macdonell, Nesbitt, Sinclair, Turriff, and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


: ~ are : 
- sige 375, “Provisions governing telegraphs and telephones,” further con- 
sidered. ‘ 


Moved by Mr. Nesbitt, that subsection 7 be amended by striking out “long dis- 
tance” on lines 6 and 8 thereof; by striking out “as to compensation ” on lines 20 
and 21; by striking out all of the subsection after “ maintained” on line 25; and by 
inserting a new subsection 7a as follows:— : 


Ta. No order made under the preceding subsection shall apply to the interchange 
of local conversations between persons using the telephones of two competing systems 
or lines where such systems or lines terminate upon switchboards located within the 
municipal limits of the same city, town or village, except in the case of rural party 
line telephones in non-competitive areas and then only when the Board shall deem 
such interchange to be desirable and practicable. 


The question being put on the amendment, it i 
, 1t was resolved in th i 
vote of seven against four. . 
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The section ag amended was adopted. 


Section 373, “ Putting lines or wires across or along highways, etc.,” further 
considered. Mr. Geo. Kilmer again heard on the amendments proposed on behalf of 
the city of Toronto on the 18th instant. 


3 At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
CommittreE Room, 
TuHurspay, May 31, 1917. 
The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock, a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the Chair, Bennett (Calgary), 
Blain, Bradbury, Carvell, Cochrane, Donaldson, Hartt, Green, Macdonald, Mac- 
donell, Maclean (York), MeCurdy, Nesbitt, Sinclair, and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill, and proceeded to the further 
consideration of Section 373, “ Putting lines or wires across or along Highways, ete.” 

Mr. Macdonell moved that the said section be amended as follows :— 

“ Strike out the words ‘or line for the conveyance of light, heat, power or elec- 
tricity? where they occur in the first, second and sixth subsections. In subsection 7 
insert after the word ‘any’ in the second line the words ‘telegraph or telephone’. 
Strike out subsection 9.” 


And also, that the following be inserted as a new Section 373A: (For this new 
Section 373A see Proceedings of the Committee, Part 16, page 332.) 


The question being put on the proposed amendments, the Committee divided, and 
the names being called for, they were taken down as follows: 


Yeas: Messieurs Bennett (Calgary), Blain, Bradbury, Cochrane, Donaldson, 
Hartt, Macdonell, Maclean (York), and Weichel.—9. 


Nays: Messieurs Carvell, Nesbitt, and Sinclair.—3. 
So it was resolved in the affirmative. 
Section 373, as amended, was then adopted. 


At one o’clock, the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock, a.m. 


House or Commons, 
Committee Room, 
Fripay, June 1, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Bradbury, Blain, Carvell, 
Cochrane, Cromwell, Macdonell, Nesbitt, Oliver, Sinclair, and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until Tuesday next at 11 o’clock a.m. 
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House or CoMMONS, 
Com™MiTTEE Room, 
Tuespay, June 5, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate - 
end amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Cochrane, Hartt, 
Macdonell, Maclean (York), Nesbitt, Oliver, Reid, Sinclair, Turiff, and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill, and took up come of the deferred 
sections. 


Section 5 being read, on motion of Mr. Reid, it was 


Resolved that the necessary amendments be made in the Bill under consideration 
with the object of making the provisions of the said Bill apply to the Government 
Railways with the exception of those sections thereof dealing with expropriation. 


At one o’clock the Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a.m. 


House or Commons, 
Com™MiTTEE Room, 
WEDNESDAY, June 6, 1917. 


The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 13, An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act, met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Present: Messieurs Armstrong (Lambton) in the chair, Blain, Cochrane, 
Cromwell, Macdonald, Macdonell, Oliver, Sinclair, and Weichel. 


The Committee resumed consideration of the Bill. 


On motion by Mr. Bradbury, section 353, “Passengers refusing to pay fare,” was 
reconsidered and amended by striking out “or near any dwelling house, as the con- 
ductor elect,” on line 6 thereof. 


Section 358, “‘Traffic by water,” further considered and amended, on motion of 
Mr. Macdonell, by striking out all the words after “places” on line 8 thereof. 


All the deferred sections being disposed of, it was 

Ordered, to report the bill as amended to the House and to have the same reprinted 
a3 amended by the Committee, with a recommendation that the proceedings and. evid- 
ence be printed in blue book form and as an appendix to the Journals of the House 


‘ihe Committee then adjourned sine die. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Hovusr or CoMMons, = 


Room, 301, April 24, 1917. 

The Special Committee to whom was referred Bill No. 18, An Act to Consolidate 
and Amend the Railway Act, met here this day at 11.10 o’clock a.m. 

Mr. Macpoyett: There being a quorum present I would move that Mr. Joseph 
KE. Armstrong be appointed Chairman of this Committee. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I beg to second the motion. 

Motion agreed to. 

Mr. Armstronc: (Having taken the Chair) Gentlemen, 1 thank you for the 
honour you have conferred on me. ~ 

It was moved by Hon. Mr. Cochrane, seconded by Mr. Macdonell— 

That the Resolution adopted by the House on the 7th February, 1917, referring 
Bill No. 18, An Act to consolidate and amend the Railway Act, to a Special Com- 
mittee (of twenty-six members), be amended by adding thereto: 

1. That Rule 11 be suspended in connection therewith; 

2. That the quorum of the said Committee do consist of five members; 

3. That the said Committee be empowered to send for persons, papers and records, 
and to report from time to time, and have leave to sit while the House is in session, 
and also be authorized to have their proceedings and such evidence as may be taken, 
printed from day to day for the use of the Committee, and that Rule 74 be suspended 
in reference thereto; and 

4. That the name “ (Kamouraska) ” be inserted immediately after the name 
“Lapointe”. 

After some discussion it was agreed that the quorum should consist of nine, instead 
of five members, as originally proposed. With this amendment the Resolution was 
agreed to. 

The Order of Reference under which the Committee is proceeding, was next read. 


THe CuHairMAN: I cannot help thinking that it would be prudent to decide upon 
some rules for the government of the Committee. I have prepared a memorandum 
with respect to what I think should be done by those who are desirous of presenting 
their views to the Committee, whether representatives of railway corporations or other 
outside organizations. In this memorandum I suggest that such statements should 
be submitted in writing. I will read the memorandum in question, and should the 
Committee think fit to concur in my views I believe it will have the result of expediting 
matters very considerably. (Reads) : 


“In view of the importance of this Bill, which contains 461 clauses, many 
“of these clauses containing provisions relating to complex questions of rail- 
“way law, it will be absolutely necessary, in order to secure the passage of the 
“Bill in any reasonable time, that some rules should be laid down for the con- 
“duct of the business. 

“T would suggest to the Committee, therefore, that any corporation, 
“municipal railway or otherwise, or any other interest or any other section of 
“the community which is concerned in the character of this measure and who 
“wishes to make representations to the Committee in connection with the Bill, 
“should be asked to put their suggestions and arguments in support of them 
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“In writing. In this way the Committee will have before them in a tangible 
“form the various suggestions that it will be necessary and proper for them 
“to consider. If in any special case the committee thinks it would be wise to 
“hear a deputation, the Committee can, upon proper application, make special 
“provision for such a hearing, and in such an event might ask such interest to 
“appoint one or more speakers to support their views. 

“Tt appears to me that if everyone who is interested in this measure is 
“allowed to come here and address the Committee an enormous expenditure of 
“time will oeeur and there will be a great risk that in many cases the exact 
“noints at issue will not be elearly indicated. 

“I would suggest that the Committee take up the Bill and pass it clause 
“by clause. In this way the Committee will be able to narrow down the limits 
“of discussion and effectively deal with most of the proposed amendments. If 
“any particular clause should oceasion unlooked-for diffieulty, or if it would 
“seem desirable to consult any interests with respect to any proposed amend- 
“ment, a special arrangement can be made for dealing with such question on 
“some particular day, when the various interests could, if necessary, be heard. 

“As the work of the Committee proceeds it may be advisable to make 
“further rules for its guidance, but in the meantime I would suggest the above 
“as a basis for our proceedings. 

“Tt will also be necessary for you to consider what the hours of business 
“of the Committee should be, as it is most desirable that the convenience of 
“the members should be consulted. May I suggest that the hours be from 
“say, eleven o’clock in the morning until one, and from three to six in the’ 
“afternoon. 

“We have in attendance on the Committee, Mr. Strachan Johnston, K.C., 
“of Toronto, who has been retained by the Minister of Railways to assist the 
“Committee, and who, no doubt, is thoroughly familiar with the amendments 
“and the reasons therefor. I would, therefore, suggest that Mr. Johnston be 
“Hermitted the same freedom of discussion in the Committee as the members. 

“T am sure the members of the Committee will see the need of prompt 
“attendance at all sittings, in order that the work of the Committee be com- 
“pleted at the earliest possible date.” 


The Committee proceeded to the consideration of the Bill. 
On section 2, Interpretation, Sub-section (2), “by-law” when referring to an 
act of the company, includes a resolution. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Would that mean that every resolution would be a by-law ? 


Mr. Srracnan Jouyston, K.C.: I>should think so; it does not mean that a 
resolution includes a by-law. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: If you have a provision as to what steps will be taken in 
passing a by-law it might as well apply to a resolution as well. 


Mr. Stracuan Jounston, K.C.: There is no change in that respect from the 
former Act. Perhaps I might say something that would assist the members of the 
Committee. This Bill is a revision of the Railway Act of 1906, and it is also a con- 
solidation of that Act with the twelve or fourteen amending Acts that have been 
passed. The Departmental solicitor has prepared for each member of the Committee 
a copy of the Bill, and you will see straight red lines running horizontally or ver- 
tically, which indicate new matter. Wavy red lines indicate recasting without, per- 
haps, any fundamental change in the meaning of the Section. At a number of pisces 
you will see a red tick or check which means that there is some omission of matter 
in the former Act. If some of you wish to make reference to a section of the old Act, 
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you will find a table at the end which shows how the sections of the old Act are dis- 
posed of, and you can by reference to that table easily trace any section of that Act 
and ascertain what disposition has been made of it. 


On subsection 4. 


Mr. Bennett: It seems to me that the definition of the word “company” hardly 
meets the case. : 

Mr. Srracnan Jonnston, K.C.: The reason of the change is this that in the 
case of the Toronto and Niagara Company which was decided by the Privy Council, 
it was held that Section 247 of the old Act, which was an Act referring to wires and 
lines on a highway applied only to Railway Companies, the result of which was that 
that company was able to go on the streets of the municipality and erect wires without 
the consent of the municipality—Section 247 only applied to Railway Companies. 


Hon. Mr. Lemsevux: Is there not a general clause further on which deals with 
tramways and all such sorts of transportation as are covered by the provision in this 
subsection. 


Mr. Srracuan Jounsron, K.C.: There is a clause there, but nevertheless the de- 
cision of the Privy Council seems to call for this interpretation. Mr. Chrysler, K.C., 
who was the draftsman of this clause is of the opinion that the interpretation 
given here is necessary in order to make it clear that the word “company” would apply 
to other than Railway Companies. I have given considerable consideration to this 
clause, and I still think Mr. Chrysler’s language is excellent and covers the ground, 
clearing the difficulty which arose under the old Act. Section 373 is one over which 
there may be some controversy. You will see that the word “company” is used there 
in a number of cases where it applies to telephone and power companies and this defi- 
nition is necessary in order to make it clear that the word “company” means every 
kind of company which the context would permit of. I do not see how there can be any 
possible doubt about the interpretation of the word as defined by Mr. Price. 

Mr. Srxcuair: Does it apply to Government railways? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Government railways are excluded. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I hope it will be made to apply to Government railways. 
Personally I think it would be a good thing if it were made applicable, but of course I 
would discuss that question with my colleagues before taking action. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I never understood why the Hon. Mr. Blair was opposed to 
having it applied. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That will be dealt with later. 

Mr. Bennett: I would suggest that the word “accompanied” be struck out and 


_the words “immediately preceded” inserted after the word “unless”. 


The subsection was amended and adopted. 


On, paragraph (a) 


“Gneludes every such company and any person having authority to construct 
or operate a railway.” 


Mr. Bennett: Should we not say something about the legislative authority of 
Parliament? Every company cannot be dealt with by this Act. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, but it is defined in the Bill. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: It is not necessary to insert anything in regard to that. 


Paragraph (a) was adopted. 
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On paragraph (b) : 
“in the sections of this Act which require companies to furnish statistics and 
returns to the minister or provide penalties for default in so doing, ’ 
includes further any company constructing or operating a line of railway 
in Canada, even though such company is not otherwise within the legis- 
lative authority of the Parliament of Canada, and includes also any 
individual not incorporated who is the owner or lessee of a railway in 
Canada, or party to an agreement for the working of such railway.” 

Mr. Bennett: No one but a company can really own a railway. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Yes, a person can operate a railway. 

Mr. Bennett: There must be a corporate identity in relation to a road. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Are there any judgments in cases where the question of the 
power of the Federal authority to deal with a railway operating under a local charter 
has arisen ¢ 

Mr. Bennett: This clause only requires that they shall furnish statistics, and 
I should say under Trade and Commerce we have jurisdiction over it. 

Mr. Jounston; K.C.: There is another section of the Act taking power over 
Provincial Railways, once we declare them to be works for the general advantage of 
Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Do the exclusively Provincial companies make a report to 
you? 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: No, and this is an order to get us that report. 

Mr. Carvett: And how are you going to enforce it? a 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: This is practically the same as the present Act. 

Mr. Carvett: I have no objection. 

Hon. Mr. Granuam: Have Companies operating under Provincial Charter made 
returns to the Federal Railway Department? 

Hoy. Mr. Cocurane: Some have, but not very many. 

Mr. Bennett: Street Railway Companies have made returns, under this section, 
to the Federal authority. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: If such Companies have not made these returns in the past to 
the Federal Department of Railways, the present sub-section is not a very efficient one. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: This is only a defining sub-section. We will deal later with 
the clause which compels the returns to be made. : 

Tfon. Mr. Granam: If the sub-section is not an efficient definition it will not 
accomplish very much good. 

Mr. Bennetr: You will find in the report of the Statistician of the Department of 
Railways and Canals tables which contain returns of Electric Railway Companies. 
These Companies have recognized the provision in the Act for statistical purposes 
only. They have refused to give other information, and I think they are quite right 
in doing so. 

Mr. Carvett: It is a pity if there is no power to enforce this provision, because 
it is really an important one. ; 
Mr. J OHNSTON, K.C.: With respect to compelling Railway Companies to furnish 

statistics of their operations, that matter has not been dealt with by the Courts. 

Sub-section agreed to. 


On sub-section (6): “county” includes any county, union of counties, riding, 


district, or division ccrresponding to a county, and, in the province of Quebec, any 
separate municipal division of a county. ; 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The word “District” has been added. 

Mr. Carveti: Have there been any decisions as to what is meant by “a union of 
counties”. You may have a union of counties for one purpose and not for another. 
You may have a union of counties for electoral purposes, and for many other things. 
Would that apply in this case? 

Mr. Bennetr: The word “district” has been added to meet difficulties which have 
arisen in practice, particularly in the West. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That does not relate to the question raised by Mr. Carvell. 

Mr. Carvery: Yes, what I want to know is what you mean by “a union of 
counties”. There are counties in Canada which are united for municipal purposes 
and separated for other purposes. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: In the Province of Quebec there are separate municipal 
divisions. 

Mr. Sinciair: We have them in Nova Scotia. The county I represent has two 
municipal counties. tee 

Mr. Bennett: You will observe the paragraph uses tle word “include”. That 


. is broad enough. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Would there be any harm in leaving out the words “in the 
Province of Quebec” ? 

Mr. Carvetit: Has there been any judicial decision on the meaning of the words 
“municipal counties” 4 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Not that I am aware of. 

Mr. CarvetL: Because I can see where there might be difficulties. For instance, 
where the Railway Company files the plan and book of reference in the Registry Office 
of the county. Suppose there are two counties united for electoral purposes, it might 


" be a nice question as to whether the filing should be done in the Registry Office of 


one county or in that of the other. 


Sik Hersert Ames: There is one County Council for the counties of Stormont, 
Dundas and Glengarry. The same thing obtains with respect to the counties of 
Northumberland and Durham. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes, but they have not the three Registry Offices. 


Sir Herserr Ames: That I cannot tell you. Any legislation proposed to be 
passed by the County Council would have to be passed by the union of counties. 


Mr. Bennett: To me it is perfectly clear that no injury can be done by the 
clause as it is. 


Hon. Mr. Lemmeux: In the province ‘of Quebec there is the village of Chambly 
and the parish of Chambly. The municipality of the village and the municipality of 
the parish are two different organizations. 


Mr. Carvett: Are they both in the same county? 


Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Yes. Then, in the county of Gaspé there are two Registry 
Offices. : 


Mr. Laporte: There is Division No. 1 and Division No. 2 in the county of 
Rimouski. There are two Municipal Councils in that county. 


Mr. Stvcuair: I move to strike out the words “ In the province of Quebec”. 
Hon. Mr. Granam: I second the motion. 
Motion agreed to and sub-section as amended adopted. 


On Sub-section (7): 
“court ” means a superior court of the province or district, and, when used 
with respect to any proceedings for 
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(a) the ascertainment or payment, either to the person entitled, or into 
court, of compensation for lands taken, or for the exercise of powers conferred 
by this Act, or 


(b) the delivery of possession of lands, or the putting down of resistance — 


to the exercise of powers, after compensation paid or tendered, 

includes the county court of the county where the lands lie; and “ county 
court” and “superior court” are to be interpreted according to the Interpreta- 
tion Act and amendments thereto ; 

Mr. Carvert: I would like to raise the question why much of this authority 
could not be handed over to the county courts, as we have them practically through- 
out Canada now. The proceedings are more expensive in going to superior courts. 
I do not move it as as an amendment but make the suggestion. 

Mr. Bennert: Proceedings can be taken before county court judges, but in 
dealing with questions of dispossession affecting the land it has never been the policy 
to take that away from the superior court. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The county court has a great deal of jurisdiction as you 
will see as we proceed. : 

Tue Cuamman: You will notice that in the wording following paragraph (5) 
the county court is included. I think that covers your objection. 

Mr. Carvett: Yes. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: The concluding words of this subsection “and ‘county 
court’ and ‘superior court’ are to “be interpreted according to the Interpretation Act,” 
and “amendments thereto,” are underlined, being merely added. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: It can not be necessary to have those words added, because 
the Interpretation Act would apply. I think it is objectionable to put in words 
which are unnecessary. 

Mr. Nessitt: Let them remain in to make the meaning plain. 


Sub-section carried. 


On Sub-section 9, Express Toll: 


. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The only alteration is the substitution of the word “any” 
before company in the second line for the word “the” in the old Act. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: For the sake of the English language, would you not use 
the word “levy” instead of “charge”? Is not a “toll” a “levy” rather than a charge? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Until it is collected it is levied. The word “charge” is 
defined in another sub-section. 


Sub-section carried. 


On Sub-section 10, “Goods”: 


Hon. Mr. Puestry: That is the same wording as the old Act? 
THe CHamman: Yes. 


On Sub-section 11: 


“Highway includes any public road, street, lane, 


sae or other publi = 
munication.” . public way or com 


Mr. Bennett: I think it would be well to insert the word 


“thoroughfare.” 
Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Would not “ public way ” 


include thoroughfare? 


. 
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Mr. Carvett: A railway, for instance, may have a private way which might 
be called a thoroughfare. 

An Hon. Member: Would a bridge be considered under “highway” ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Ordinarily, “bridge” would be included in the word 
“public road”. 

Sub-section carried. 


On Sub-section 12, “Inspecting Engineer”: 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: While I do not object to the jurisdiction of the Railway 
Board, I understand that this Act is to be enforced by the authority of the Board. 
Will the inspecting engineer be appointed by the Minister or by the Board? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: They both have powers under the Board. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I do not object. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I will put it on the Board as far as I am concerned. 


On Sub-section 14, defining “Justice”: 


“Justice means a justice of the peace acting for the district, county, riding, 
“division, city or place where the matter requiring the cognizance of a justice 
“arises; and when any matter is authorized or required to be done by two 
“justices the expression ‘‘two justices” means two “justices assembled and acting 
“together.” 

Mr. Carvett: Why not follow the Criminal: Law in that respect? In ordinary 
eases the police magistrate can do anything that ordinarily requires the presence of 
two justices. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: That would not apply here. 

Mr. Bennett: This means two individuals. 

Mr. Carvett: It does also in the Criminal Law. 

Mr. Bennett: It implies that two men have dealt with the situation rather than 
one. 

Sub-section carried. 


On Sub-section 15: 

“Lands means the lands, the acquiring, taking or using of which is auth- 

“orized by this or the Special Act, and includes real property, messuages. lands, 

“tenements and hereditaments of any tenure, and any easement, servitude, right, 

“privilege or interest in, to, upon, over or in respect of thé same.” 

Mr. Cavrett: That is new. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Do you provide for a case that arose in Montreal in connec- 
tion with the construction of the Caaadian Northern tunnel ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is one of the reasons why this clause was drawn. The 
word “Servitude” is used in English law, I fancy the word “easement” would be suffi- 
cient. It would cover the rights to tunnel under or across. 

Mr. Bennert: After the word “upon” in the next to the last line, would it not 
be well to add “under”. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I think so. The case of Rainville versus Canadian 
Northern Railway is a case in point. ; 


THE CuamaN: It is suggested that the word “under” be added after the word 


“upon”. 
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Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I move that the clause be adopted, as amended Ea Mr. 
Bennett, with the word “ under” immediately after the word “ upon.’ 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: There is a case pending in Toronto where a peculiar state 
of affairs rules. One of the power companies gave notice for an easement ier man’s 
land; they put their wires about 15 feet from the ground and after they 7 strung 
their wires, they proceeded to arbitration, for the purpose of determining the amount 


of the payment they should make. The owner of the land said “You have virtually — 


taken my land, and should pay for it”, but the company said “We are content to pay 
for the damage we have done to your land, by leaving the wire in the position in 
which it is”, but the owner answered “In taking that easement across my land, you 
have virtually taken the land”, and the case is now in the Court of Appeal. 


How. Mr. Lemieux: According to law, the word “property” means property 
“shove” or “below”. In the case of the Canadian Northern at Montreal it was con- 
tended that they had destroyed the property by tunneling underneath whole sections, 
as a result of which the property above was cracked and disturbed. 


Mr. Nespitt: The last time we were discussing this sub-section, attention was 
drawn to the fact that in Ontario the Hydro-electric have not been taking the land, 
but have simply been erecting their standards and stringing poles upon them, carrying 
their wires over the land. By this subsection we are now. giving private companies 
the same right. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Those companies would be responsible for any damages done. 


Mr. Nessirr: The private companies have not had that right up to the present. 
There has been a great deal of trouble among the farmers over the exercise of that 
right by the Hydro-electric. The Provincial Government refused to allow private 
parties to bring suit against the Hydro-electric, and the consequence was a great deal 
of dissatisfaction, the farmers claiming that the compensation made them was not 
sufficient and saying that they would just as soon have the land taken as have the 
standards erected and the wires strung on them, because the Hydro-electric men are 
all the time passing over the land to examine the wires, they drive over it with a team, ~ 
doing damage, so that the farmers say they might just as well sell the land to the 
Hydro outright. ; 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If the Hydro-electric damages the property, they have to 
pay for it. 

Mr. Nessitr: No, they do not pay for it in this case, because in the first place 
when taking the easement they reserve the right to go over the land for the purpose 
of examination. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: But the damage done in making that examination would 
be included in the amount originally paid. I think we ought to make it clear in this 
section what power is to be given the company. ; 


Mr. F. H. Curyster, K.C.: I am representing the Railway Companies here, but 
in speaking upon this section, I simply want to assist the Committee, as there seems 
to be some doubt as to the meaning of this sub-section. As I understand the sub- 
section the first part gives a Company the right to take the land if it wants an 
easement to go over the land or running water and pay for it, but it cannot aequire 
an easement. I do not know what the cases are of which Mr. Johnston has spoken 
but the ruling given recently was that you cannot under the old section go to a man 
and say “I do not want your land but only power to burrow ten feet under the ground, 
and I desire to acquire that easement through your land, which I create by my notice.” 
The Railway Company has never had that power. Or in the same manner when going 
overhead the Company could not say to a man “We want to put a bridge over your 
land about ten feet in the air; we are not touching you and are not taking your 
property, we merely want to acquire an easement to cross over it in the air.” I do not 
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know what the policy of the Committee is with regard to easements, but that is the 
purpose of the sub-section. 

Mr. Bennett: There is another clause later on dealing with expropriation, and 
J think it would be better to let this sub-section stand until that section is taken up. 

Mr. Nespirt: I do not want to give this power to every company, but I am 
willing to let the clause stand until the expropriation clauses are taken up. 

Mr. Macponetx: If a company takes power to string wires over a man’s land they © 
might as well take the land because he cannot utilize it afterwards to the same 
advantage as he might desire because the wires are there. 

Mr. Nessirr: The Hydro-electric Company wanted to take their lighting to a 
certain house: there were three houses standing in a row: and what did they do? 
They attached their wires to one house, ran their wires low in front of the man’s 
windows and took them over to the house on the other side. No company or 
government should have the right to do that. That destroyed to a great extent the 
value of that man’s house. They crossed in front of his windows with their wires. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Running over part of his property? 

Mr. Nessitt: Yes. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: Then they must have paid him for the damage. 

Mr. Nessirt: No, not a cent. 

. Hoy. Mr. Cocuranr: That should be protected against in this section. 

Mr. Carvett: I do not see why any corporation should have the right to go into 
a man’s property unless they take all and pay for it. An electric light company in 
which I was interested had live wires over a man’s garden, and he objected, and we 
simply moved them away. We had the streets to go on. It cost us some money to 


‘make the change. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I do not think any company should have the right to take 
the streets, without the municipality’s permission. 

Mr. Carvett: Neither do I, but the street is there. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Everything depends on the word “compensation”. Take the 
ease of Montreal: perhaps Sir Herbert Ames will agree with me that when the first 
wires were put under ground in Montreal it was found that the concrete was affected 
by the presence of the electric wires. Several of our conduits had to be fixed up. 
There was a certain electrolysis 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Section 373 deals with that. 

Mr. Nespirt: It is suggested that we allow this section to stand until we take 
up the later clause. 

Mr. Bennett: So far as certain power companies are concerned, if it were 
necessary for them to acquire the land they could hot carry on their operation. Cer- 
tain companies arranged with the farmers at the rate,of $10 per pole per annum, and 
that ended it, and they had limited rights with regard to inspection. If limited 
companies were compelled to buy the land outright, the effect would be that some of 
them would never carry on their operations. 

‘Mr. Nespirt: I think we should give them every reasonable privilege. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think the clause should be allowed to stand. 

The CHamman: I think we will regret allowing this section to stand. 

Mr. Sryciam: I think it is just as well to deal with it now, unless there is some 
better reason given for putting it off. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: My judgment is not to put that in the general law. I think 
it might lead to a great hardship and injury to individuals, and when special cases 
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arise, let the company obtain express powers in their charter, but to give them general 
power in a charter to go over a man’s property, acquire easements, and have him depend 
upon compensation, the basis of which would be very uncertain, I think might be a 
cause of great hardship. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane:. A great many power companies get provincial charters, 
and a good many telephone companies. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: Then the legislature in that particular case could deal 
with it. 

Mr. Bennett: If we inserted the word “appurtenant” before “easement,” would 
it not cover the whole thing ? 

Mr. Macponeti: It would not change the meaning in the least. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: An easement must be appurtenant. 

Mr. Bennetr: This conferred the right to expropriate a certain right as dis- 
tinguished from the soil, but Mr. Chrysler says the clause as it now reads confers no 
such right, but only confers the right to take such rights and privileges as are 
appurtenant to the land so taken, and the Canadian Northern Railway which crossed 
the Canadian Pacific irrigation canal had to pay for the canal as being an easement 
appurtenant to the land taken. Mr. Chrysler says that is the old law, and that is what 
this section now means. : 

Mr. Carvett: I did not so understand him. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: No, Mr. Chrysler says this is open to this interpretation, 
that it only gives companies the right to take an existing easement. 

Mr. Carvett: But the trouble is that later on there will be legislation by which 
they can carve out a new easement. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is no doubt this clause is caleulated to give the- 
company the right to carve out the easement. : 

Hon. Mr. Pucsney: If by this general law we give a railway company a right 
to go on a man’s property, and without acquiring the free-hold, to acquire the right 
to go over it wherever the company pleases, subject to paying compensation, it might 
-result in a great injustice to many. 

Mr. Carvett: The moment you give them the right to acquire the land, you 
give them the right to acquire the easement. 

Mr. Macpoyeti: It might be an easement for anything, to obstruct a man’s light, 
or air, or anything else the human mind could imagine or work out in the future, 
and it would give the railway company, or any company coming under this Act, 
power to take such a right and to take any property anywhere adjacent to their 
undertaking. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: But the railway company pays them damages. The 
railway company taking easements of this kind should be under a continuing 
liability for any damage that is @one. 

Mr. MACDONELL : That is the very point I mention. Originally a railway 
company comes in and says “T simply want to string one wire” then they come in to 
repair it. The man may want to build. He has been paid $5 a pole, but he cannot 
build above that wire, because it will interfere with it and the whole question comes 
up again. qt seems to me a man in a progressive community cannot always be in 
litigation with the company with regard to further compensation in regard to rights 
he wanted to exercise, or additional rights the company wants to enforce. 

Hon. Mr. PUGSLEY: Unless it can be shown that there is some serious incon- 
venience in regard to the Act in the past, I think we should strike this out. 

Mr. Macpoxetn: We discussed this very clause before. 
given was the tunnel in Montreal. and, other than that, there is 
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ently for it. I think if this right or any right approximating it is given, it should 
be under some safeguard, say a reference to the Railway Commission or some author- 
ity, who would have the right to prevent fictitious and trivial easements being taken 
on small payments. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Why not let it stand until we come to the clause? 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: As an illustration, if this be passed a company could 
expropriate the right to enter upon a man’s land for a gravel pit, and take away the 
gravel without affecting the title at all. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: They can do that now. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: No, they have to take’ the land now, I do not know whether 
that would be an easement or not. 

Mr. Carvett: No, because they take the land away in that case. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: Would that not be an easement? 

Mr. Carver: No. 

Hon. Mr. Pugstry: The power to take water would be an easement. 

Mr. Carvetu: No. 


Mr. Nespirt: I think it might be better to let it stand. It would sometimes 
be a continuing damage and the matter would not be finally settled at the time. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: J think if a railway or power company takes the right to 
string a high voltage line across a man’s land it ought not to get off by merely paying 
him damages that are visible at that time. They should pay him the continuing 
liability. 

Mr. Nespitr: That is the idea. I think it is all right with this continuing 
liability, because nine out of every ten persons cannot tell at the time just what their 
damage is going to be. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Nobody can tell what may take place subsequently. 


Subsection allowed to stand, as amended by the insertion of the word “under”. 


On Subsection 18, defining the word “owner”: 


(18) “ Owner,” when, under the provisions of this Act or the Special Act, any 
notice is required to be given to the owner of any lands, or when any act is 
authorized or required to be done with the consent of the owner, includes any 
person who, under the provisions of this Act, or the Special Act, or any Act in- 
corporated therewith, is enabled to sell and convey the lands to the company, and 
includes also a mortgagee of the lands; 


Mr. Bennert: If you substitute the word “‘means” for the word “includes” in 
the sixth line, it would better express the meaning and prevent confusion. 


The Cuamman: Is it the wish of the Committee that the word “includes” be 
dropped and the word “means” inserted in lieu thereof ? 


Mr. CarveELtt: What is the necessity for creating an additional burden upon a 
Company that wants to get land, that is, the burden of notifying too many people. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The mortgagee surely ought to have the right to come up 
and be represented before the County Court judge or the arbitrator. I am inclined 
to think the words are surplusage. It has already been held that the mortgagee was 
the owner. 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: Might not argument be made in a ease of this kind, where 
there is a mortgage on a farm, and the Railway Company is only taking a part of it 
and the judge would have to adjust matters between the mortgagee and the mortgagor. 
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Mr. Bennett: In the East the Courts have held that the word “ owner ” includes 
“mortgagee”, because the fee passed to the mortgagee, but in the West a mort- 
gage is often only a charge, and the words were added for that reason. 


Subsection as amended agreed to. 


On Subsection 20, defining “Provincial Legislature: ” 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: The paragraph is merely a transposition of the former 
words. , 

Subsection agreed to. 


On Subsection 21, defining the meaning of “railway”: 
Hon. Mr. Lemieux: What is the difference between a street railway and a tram- 
way ? 

* Mr. Bewnerr: One is an English term and the other an American term. “ Tram- 
way” is the expression used in English terminology, whereas “ street railway ” is the 
American expression for the same thing. 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: Is it desirable to bring all street railway companies, whether 
large or small, under the operation of the Railway Act? 

Mr. Nespitr: As long as they are under our jurisdiction. 

Mr. Bennert: Only those who owe their origin to federal statute. Those should 
be under our jurisdiction. ; 

Subsection agreed to. 


On Subsection 27, defining “ sheriff.” 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I would like to ask with regard to the use of the word 
“ sheriff.” I know that under the English Common Law the sheriff is a special officer. 
In what connection does he come up so prominently here? Jn our province the 
sheriff, for instance in connection with a forced sale, is the proper officer in connection 
with that sale. 

Mr. Bennett: The subsection covers anything that may be required to be done 
by the officer called a sheriff. . 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The sheriff would be charged with the duty of giving pos- 
session of lands to a railway company under an order of the judge of the proper court. 

Subsection agreed to. 


On paragraph (b) of subsection 28 :— 

(b) with respect to the Grand Trunk Pacific Railway Company, The National 
Transcontinental Railway Act, and the Act in amendment thereof passed in 
the fourth year of His Majesty’s reign, chapter twenty-four, intituled An 
Act to amend the National Transcontinental Railway Act, and the scheduled 
agreement therein referred to, and 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Why limit the application of the subsection to one specific 
amendment ? 

Mr. Bennett: Would it not be better to say, “ And any amendments thereto” ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: There is no objection to that. 


The Cuairman: Then we will strike out “and the Act in amendment thereof 
passed in the fourth year of His late Majesty’s reign, Chapter twenty-four, intituled 
An Act to amend the National Transcontinental Railway Act” and substitute there- 
for “and any amendments thereto”. 


Amendment agreed to. 


. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.O:: Mr. Fairweather of the Railway Department points out 
that the word “any” should be substituted for the word “the” in the sixth line of the 
paragraph. The latter part of the paragraph will then read “and any scheduled 
agreements therein referred to.” 

On paragraph (ec) of subsection 28 :— 

(c) any letters patent, constituting a company’s authority to construct or 
operate a railway, granted under any Act, and the Act under which such letters 
patent were granted; 

Mr. Bennett: I would suggest that the words 
the word ‘“‘granted” in the last line. 

Amendment concurred in. 

Subsection 28 as amended agreed to. 


“or confirmed” be inserted after 


On subsection 30, defining “telegraph poles.” 

Hon. Mr. Lemirux: I would move to add the word “ cable.” 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Would you assume jurisdiction over cables? 

Hon. Mr. Lemirux: We should. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: How far, to the extent of the three-mile limit? 

Hon. Mr. Lemirux: I think you will find in the office of the Secretary of the Rail- 
way Commission a very excellent report, prepared by the late Mr. Justice Mabee on 
the subject of governmental jurisdiction over cables. I think the late Judge Mabee 

‘drew up that report with a view to giving the Railway Commission the necessary 
jurisdiction. The press and the public are both interested in the matter of cables. 

Hon. Mr. Cochrane: Why not exercise equal jurisdiction over ships? 

Hon. Mr. Lemirux: Cable companies get a landing in Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: And so do ships. 

Hon. Mr. Lemirux: But cable companies charge the public tolls, and I think 
there should be some means arrived at whereby they are made amenable to the juris- 
diction of the Railway Commission. Mr. Justice Mabee suggested that a similar com- 
mission to that which was to regulate freight rates between the United States and 
Canada shonld be appointed. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: When the change of Government occurred in 1911 we 
endeavoured to secure the establishment of a board which should exercise control over 
ocean steamships and the rates charged by them, but the authorities in England did 
not take to the idea at all. 

Hon. Mr. Lemimux: If you only exercised jurisdiction within the three-mile 
limit over the trans-oceanic cables it would make the companies amenable to the 
Railway Commission, and they would be willing to accept the rates that the Board 
might fix. This matter was debated in the House of Commons some years ago, and 
the cable companies, as a result of the efforts which were then made, and of the dis- 
cussion which then took place, that the cable companies—on this side as well as on 
the other side, in the United States as well as in Great Britain—understood they 
had to concede lower rates to the public. As a matter of fact, the cable rates have 
been reduced in this way: the press to-day enjoys a special rate far below the one 
which was exacted some years ago, and in addition there are now in operation lower 
night and week-end cable rates. I think if you insert the word “ cable” in this subsec- 
tion it will enable you to exercise control over the cable companies so far as regards 

- the three-mile limit, at any rate. 
Mr. Carvett: You would also be able to exercise authority on land also. At 
-Canso, in Mr. Sinclair’s constituency, where there is a cable station, the Government 
would be in a position to exercise jurisdiction to some extent. 
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Mr. Bennett: The late Judge Mabee based his contention on the assumption 
that as Parliament had control over landing places of cables and the localities at 
which messages were filed, or received for transmission, it could practically effect a 
prohibition unless the companies were amenable to regulations by which they would 
carry messages bevond the three-mile limit at fixed rates. That is what the late 
Judge Mabee based his assertion of jurisdiction upon, and that undoubtedly is cor- 
rect. Mr. Theodore Vail, who has probably done more for the cable business than 
any other man in modern times, properly claims credit for the changes which brought 
into effect cheaper night cables and cheaper week-end cables. He found that when 
the cables were not busy at given times they could be utilized to advantage by grant- 
ing reduced rates to the public. The effect has been as Mr. Lemieux has indicated. 
In any event, you do not have to put the word “cable” in at all. Such jurisdiction 
as we now have is covered in the definition of the word “telegram.” The transmission’ 
of messages by electric current under water instead of under land is equally amenable 
to our jurisdiction. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: With all due regard to Mr. Vail’s contention, I believe that 
the cable companies yielded because Parliament was some years ago very much busied 
ever this question and besides the Imperial Conference of 1911 took up the question. 
It was immediately after the year 1910 or 1911 that the cable companies yielded. 

Mr. Bennerr: It was at that time that the Western Union Telegraph Company 
was consolidated with the American Telephone Company, as you remember, and Mr. 
Vail then took the matter in hand. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Take, for instance, the Pacific cable. The moment the 
agitation came up for a government cable, or an Imperial cable, there was a decrease 
in the rates, and it has worked wonders in the West, and with the other colonies, 
Australia, New Zealand and the other islands which belong to Great Britain in that 
part of the world.. 

Mr. Bennett: There has been a deficit every year, of which we have paid a part. 

The CHatrrmMan: What is the objection to having the word “cable” inserted 2 

Mr. Macponett: I think there is no objection. The time may come when we 
can co-operate in conjunction with the British Government to jointly regulate cables. 
If we have the power to do so it would be a good thing. 

Mr. Stvcrair: I was present at the interview when the New York men came up 
to see the late Government. They did not question our jurisdiction. They said that 
the Canadian business was only a bagatelle, that their main business was to the 
United States. Of course, the United States was interested and Great Britain was 
interested, and we could not regulate these companies as we had only 5 per cent of 
the business. They did not question our right to regulate. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Has Parliament any right to regulate the charge for a 
cable between Halifax and London, for instance? : 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: They could stop them from landing there. 

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: They seize a legitimate weapon in their hands to force the 
cable companies to reduce their rates if they are exorbitant. I do not say that at the 
present time they are exorbitant; I do not want to hold up the companies as being 
exorbitant. But this is a legitimate weapon in the hands of Parliament. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Anyway, you move that the word “cable” be inserted? 

sHon. Mr. Lemisux: I move that the word “cable” be added. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It would be necessary to add that word in several places. 

Mr. MacponeLt: Wherever necessary. ; 


Mr. Bennett: The subsection will read: “ Telegraph” includes cable and wire- 
less telegraph. 


Carried. 
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On subsection (31) :— 

“Telephone toll,” or toll when used with reference to telephone, means 
and includes any toll, rate, or charge to be charged by any company to the 
public or to any person, for use or lease of a telephone system or line or any 
part thereof, or for the transmission of a message by telephone, or for installa- 
tion and use or lease of telephone instruments, lines, or apparatus or for any 
service incidental to a telephone business. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I may say that the Chief Commissioner of the Railway Com- 
mission thinks that the words ‘or lease” should be excluded. 

Some hon. Mempers: Why? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Because he says the Commission does not think it would 
interfere with the rates as one telephone company may lease its entire system to an- 
other. 

Mr. Carveiu: All telephones are leased. 

The Cuamman: When we come to the clauses relating to telephone companies 
there will be considerable correspondence to put before the Committee. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I would like to see added the words “or for interchange between 
any two or more telephone companies.” 

Mr. Bennett: That would come late. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: You are defining tolls here. 

Mr. Bennett: The definitive section is broad enough. 

Hon. Mr. Pugster: The words “or to any person” does not include any other 
company. 

Mr. Bennett: It does. 

Sir Herspert Ames: A telephone company is a “person”, is it not? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not think the word “ person” is defined. 

Mr. Bennett: Instead of “person” the word should be “ company.” 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: I should think so. 

Mr. Nessitt: Why not put it “to any person or company” ? 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: That makes it very plain. A court would hold that that would 
mean a commercial company, some company using a telephone system. What I want 
to do is to have a clause put in that would make it clear that the word “toll” embraces 
tolls on which one telephone company would be obliged to grant to any other telephone 
company the privilege of transmitting messages over the line of that company. 

Hon. Mr..Cocurane: If there was only Dominion jurisdiction there would be no 
trouble, but if there is provincial jurisdiction the Board would have no control. It is 
a very burning question; if we could manage it, it would be a great thing. As you 
know, in Ontario there are a number of companies who want connection with the Bell 
Telephone Company. Where are we going to bring it in? They have provincial 
legislation, and they are asking us to take control over it. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Let us leave it until we come to that clause. 

Mr. Carvett: You would not have much difficulty in saying to the Bell 
Telephone Company: “ You must allow a local’company to connect with your line,” 
but the great difficulty would come when you have to deal with a big provincial 
organization which will not allow any other company to use its line. As far as 
the Bell Telephone Company is concerned, there is no difficulty. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: That is so, we would have jurisdiction over it, but the 
jurisdiction ought to be vice versa. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is another clause dealing with telegraphs and tele- 
phones, section 375, which is going to be a controversial clause. 


Subsection 31 concurred in. 
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On subsection 32, “toll” and “ rate.” : 

Mr. Carvett: I would like to ask if any exception has ever been taken by the 
Board of Railway Commissioners to the suggestion that dining cars should be included 
in this section. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If you put them off the trains altogether it would be a 
ereat blessing to the railways. 

F ee Mr. Lemirux: A suggestion was made some years ago by Mr. Maclean, the 
honourable member for South York, that when the upper berth of a sleeping car is 
not occupied it shall not be “made up”, but shall be left as in the daytime. 

Mr. Carvett: Might not the charges on the dining cars also be brought under 
the control of the Board. E : 

Mr. Bennett: I have heard one member of the Board express the opinion that 
the position of a commissioner was bad enough as it is, but I think if the 
Commissioners were called upon to decide the prices to be paid for food on the dining 
ears, it would make their position much worse. 

Subsection concurred in. 


x 


On paragraph (i) of subsection 36. 

Mr. Bennett: Is this paragraph drafted in the terms of the similar paragraph 
in the United States Commerce Commission Regulations? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I could not tell you. 

Mr. Bennett: It is, I think, intended that we should have our legislation 


defining the items of expenditure which should be charged under “ Revenue Expenses” - 


as distinguished from ‘“‘ Capital Account”, expressed in such terms as will insure 
the same items being charged in that account, with respect to the Canadian Railways, 
as are charged under the legislation governing the Interstate Commerce Commission 
of the United States; that was the idea, was it not, Mr. Cochrane? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes. 

Mr. Bennett: The idea being that by having a similarity of charges comparisons 
can be made. : 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I was not aware of that. This section is exactly the same 
as it was before, the only change is to include the compensation payable to workmen 
as part of the ordinary expenditure. 

Mr. Bennett: The Chairman of the Board dealt with that subject rather 
extensively quite recently, and he thought we should have the items chargeable under 
“Working Expenditure” on the Canadian roads, exactly the same as it is on the 
United States railways, under the Interstate Commerce Commission; that we should 
have in the same form of account. 

Mr. Bennett: It is the result of long years of experience. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is squaring the Railway Act with the Grand Trunk 


Pacific Railway Act. With reference to the English system of accounting I do not ~ 


think there is a serious difference between it and the Interstate Commerce definition. 

Mr. Beyyetr: The Interstate Commerce definition has been changed a little in 
the last six months. I remember there was recently a little change made for the 
purpose of charging some items against revenue which formerly were carried 
to capital. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not think it made any difference to the practice of 
Canadian railways, because after the Rates Investigation the Canadian Northern, 
the C. P. R. and the Grand Trunk were all following a uniform system. 


; The CHAIRMAN: If this clause is allowed to stand until to-morrow, Mr. Johnston 
will explain it to the Committee. : 


Mr. CarveLi: It becomes important on the question of rates. 
The section was allowed to stand. 


The Committee adjourned until 11 o’clock. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


; House or Commons, Orrawa, 
. Wepnespay, April 25, 1917. 
; The Committee met at eleven a.m. 

On Sub-section 36, of Sec. 2..—“Working Expenditure.” 

Mr. Jounston. K.C.: Yesterday, Mr. Bennett stated that he understood the 
intention was to make the definition of “working expenditure” accord with a similar 
definitien in the United States. I have tried to find some such. definition and cannot. 
T do not believe any such definition exists. 

Mr. Nessirt: Better let the section stand. 

Mr. Carvett: Is there any necessity for allowing it to stand? If we cannot 
find any precedent we had better go on with it 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: It seems to cover everything. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes, and I understand that it is not a law over there. It 
is instructions to the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Section adopted. 


On See. 3., “Construing with Special Acts.” 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Paragraph (b) reads as follows: 
“Where the provisions of this Act and of any special Act passed by the 
Parliament of Canada relate to the same subject matter the provisions of 
° the special Act shall, so far as necessary to give effect to such special Act, 
be taken to override the provisions of this Act.” 


Hon. Mr. Lemieux: If, for instance, very special provisions have been made for 
certain railway companies, and they differ from these provisions, how would these 
railway companies be affected? 

Mr. MacponeEtt: According to this they are exempt from the provisions of the 
special Act. ’ 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Yes, but if the general provisions are superseded by any 
other provisions in this bill, then the railways will have lost what they have obtained 
by legislation. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No, vice versa. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, that would not be the effect. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I am reading it cursorily. 

Mr. CarveLtt: The specific Act prevails. 

; Mr. Macponeti: The objection is this, from time to time in the past old com- 
panies have been incorporated under special Acts. From time to time public needs 

and municipal requirements have encroached upon the companies’ rights and at 
their request, and by the demands of the situation, general Acts have been passed 
{ protecting municipalities and such like. Those safeguarding clauses have been 
a passed in the General Railway Act. Now when you come to construe the special 
Act of the railway. those safeguarding clauses would not apply to that particular 
company. There may be a conflict between the provisions of the special Act and the 
provisions of the general railway Act. If that occurs. the special safeguarding 
clauses in the Act apply, as I understand it. 


Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I would like to hear Mr. Johnston on that. 
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Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Section 3 is exactly the same as before, except that 
paragraph (c) is entirely new and has been added. The remainder of the section 
has been slightly recast: but if you will take Section 3 of the old Railway Act, and 
compare it with the present Section 3, including paragraphs (a) and (b), you will 
see there is no fundamental change. You will see it is exactly the same, except that 
there is an inversion in the language. 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: It really lays down what would be law without that. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I think there is no doubt about that. You will recollect 
that in the Robertson case the Grand Trunk was required to run third-class trains not 
charging more than a penny a mile. The Grand Trunk contended that the obligation 
which was imposed on it by the special Act was removed by the general Act. That 
case went to the Privy Council, i 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: The Court held otherwise. 

Mr. Macponeti: We are passing a general railway Act which is supposed to have 
a general application to all railways equitably and uniformly, — If any individual 
company in times gone by has had powers which are in conflict with the provisions of 
the general Act those special powers remain, and the general Act does not interfere 
with them. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Except as in this Act otherwise provided. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You have to pass a special clause if you want to change it, 
and then you know what you are doing. 

Mr. Carvett: There may be cases where we will find the special clauses are 
repealed. 

Mr. Macvonett: The private companies have these special provisions, and the 
general Act has no application to them. 

Mr. Carvett: There are many cases where money has been spent in a company 
which is operating under these special clauses. 

Mr. Macponetu: In the case where a company has special powers, they require to 
have enacted in their charter all the safeguarding clauses in this Act, in order to 
make them amenable to the general law. I do not think that is right. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Is it wise to take away the powers which the Federal 
authority gave them, and on which they invested their money, without hearing them? 

Mr. Macponeu: It is done every day in this Committee, 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We are amending the general Act, it is true, but we are 
not taking away the powers Parliament gave certain companies. 

Mr. Macponeti: It is done every day in the Railway Committee. When a 
company comes here for any amendment to its original Act of Incorporation, and, in 
addition, by the Railway Act, these public safeguarding clauses are inserted in that 
charter. 

Mr. Carveti: They come and ask for something, and we say “we will give you that 
supposing you do so and so.” 

Mr. Macnoneti: The company has been saddled with the safeguarding clauses, 
but the companies which do not come here remain exempt from the safeguarding 
clauses. I do not think that is right. The public needs are growing, and the demand 
is that they should be surrounded with public and municipal safeguards. ~ 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Paragraph (c) is new. : 

Mr. Nessirr: Is that not a contradiction of the other, where it says: 

“(e) Provisions incorporated with any Special Act from any general railway 


Act by reference shall be taken to be superseded by the provision of this Act 
relating to the same subject matter.” 
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Mr. Jonnustone, K.C.: Not at all. It simply means that the provisions that are 
incorporated from some other Act to the corresponding section of this Act would take 
their place. 

Mr. Nespirt: I think there is a misprint in paragraph (a). The word “incor- 
porate” should be “incorporated”. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is the language of the existing Act, and I think it is 
quite right as it stands. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 4—Special Act referring to corresponding provisions. 


Hon. Mr. Lemirux: This section has reference to what I said a moment ago 
and makes it clear to me that nothing is taken away from the existing privileges, 
rights, etc., conferred by Parliament upon a Railway Company. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Unless it is done clearly and explicitly. 


Mr. Macponett: I want to make a few observations at this stage. There are 
pages and pages of this general Act that the public and Parliament of Canada be- 
lieve are to be of general application to all the Railways of the Dominion. Let us 
beware of what we are doing as we go on. Asamatter of fact, that belief is illusion- 
ary, because under these definitions those clauses are not going to apply to any 
Company that has special powers unless the powers in this Act are repeated 
verbatim in the charters of such Companies. So that sections that it is believed will 
be applicable to all Companies are not going to be applicable to all. I think we 
ought to realize and face that fact. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Would it not be better to defer discussion until we come 
to the clauses in question ? 


Mr. Macponeti: In the meantime I would not like these sections passed. 


Tue CHairMAN: These sections have been applfcable before. In a great many 
cases all the change amounts to is a re-wording of the section. 

Mr. Carvery: But Mr. Macdonell does not want the sections passed without 
certain consideration. 


Ture CHairMAN: What changes do you suggest Mr. Macdonell. 


Mr. Macponett: I think that the language of this Act should be definite, that it 
should be made clear that all its provisions apply uniformly to all companies. As it 
is now, a great many sections that have been embodied in the Bill as the result of 
experiences of the last ten or twenty years, are not going to apply to companies unless 
they have those special provisions in their charter by reason of the language of 
Section 3. 


Hon. Mr. Puastey: The Railway Act has incorporated general provisions 
which, in the great majority of cases will not conflict with special Acts; But there 
may be some special provision which Parliament has passed with regard to certain 
Companies. For instance, as regards the by-laws of a Company, the number of 
Directors and the qualification of Directors, and so on. If we, by a general law, 
over-ride all these special provisions we might introduce a lot of confusion into the 
internal management of Railway Companies. 

Mr. Macpoyett: But there is nothing in this Act which has reference to 
such matters as the honourable gentleman mentions. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Yes, I think you will find reference to the matters I have 
mentioned later on in the Bill. 


2—4 
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Mr. Macponett: It only applies to cases where there is no proyision in the 
epecial Act. Fixing the number of directors, and so on, are details in the internal 
management of Railway Companies. 

Mr. Carvery: Is this not your point: That certain Companies have been 
incorporated by Special Acts, In which they have certain privileges, and your con- 
tention is that these privileges should be taken away and the Companies brought 
entirely under the operation of this Bill. Is that what you are contending? 

Mr. Macponetiu: I contend that these Companies should be brought under 
the application of the General Act. Perhaps the section can stand until I have 
read the sections I have in mind. 

Tur CHAmmMAn: If you have any suggestions to make would it not be wise 
to offer them now? 

Mr. Macponeti: I am making the suggestions now, I am doing so as plainly as 
I can. I am saying that there are sections intended to be of general application, 
but owing to these definitions they will not be of general application; they. will 
only apply to Companies which contain these sections in their charters. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: The sections will be of general application except where 
Parliament has made some special provision inconsistent with them. 

The CrHairman: All the other members of the Committee are agreed that the 
whole section should pass. 

Mr. Macponett: It does not pass except with my very marked dissent. 
However, I can move on another occasion to take up the reconsideration of the 
section. 

Section agreed to. 


On Section 5: To what persons, companies and railways applicable. e 

Mr. Srycrarr: Why not strike out from the section the words “other than 
Government railways.” : 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Why do you insert the words “Railway Companies”. 
They were not in the old Act. f : 

Mr. Carverti: Why do you except the Bell Telephone Company? The section 
says that the Act shall apply to all Railway Companies. However, it does not 
apply to the Bell Telephone Company. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There are special sections dealing with Telegraph and 
Telephone Companies. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Why not leave out the word “Railway” ? 

Mr. Macvonett: You cannot make the phraseology “All Companies”, for the 
Act would then apply to Joint Stock Companies. 

Mr. Carvett: You could say “all Companies within the legislative authority 
of the Parliament of Canada”. If a Joint Stock Company has authority to build 
a railway it should come under the provision of this Act. 

Mr. Nessitr: Suppose you say “all Companies”, would not subsection 4 
of section 2 specify what companies are referred to? 

Mr. Carveti: Yes, subsection 4 would then govern. 

Mr. JOHNSTON, KC "Dhe draftsman, in his notes, does not indicate any 
reason for using the word “railway”, and I think it ought to go out. 

‘ Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This Act does not apply to anything but Railway 
ompanies, and to Telegraph, Telephone and Express Companies, which have been 

brought in by distinct sections. This Parliament only h 
vincial Telegraph © ies h 1 fen te Pe 
e2rap ompanies. The same thing applies to Telephone Companies, 
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this Parliament has no power over local Telephone Companies. Such Companies 
would not come under the application of the Act unless they are Interprovincial or 
are ‘operated by Railway: Companies. The sections! relating to Telegriaphs and 
Telephones do not create any difficulty. When you come to them you will find 
that Telephone or Telegraph Companies are within the control of the Board of 
Railway Commissioners, and as to Express Companies, they are Companies that 
eperate on railway lines. Any others, such as local companies would not come under 
the jurisdiction of this section. 

Hon. Mr. Puastty: What about Telephone Companies? Is this section 
not intended to apply to Telephone Companies not connected with a through Tele- 
phone line or railway? 

‘Mr. Curyster, K.C.: When they are given power to connect with, and send 
messages over through telephone systems like the Bell Telephone Company, which 
is the only one of that description I know of. 

Mr. Nessirp: I would suggest the section apply to all persons, companies 
and railways. 

Mr. Carvett: The word “Company” is defined and includes “person.” 

Mr. Macponeti: If you look at sub-section 4 of Section 2 you will see that it 
defines companies and railway companies. 

Mr. Carventt: I would like to ask Mr. Chrysler about the insertion of the word 
“railway.” There must be some reason for inserting that word. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is subject as hereinbefore provided, and there are other 
sections that deal specifically with the matter. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You passed some years ago an amendment to the Railway 


» Act putting in telephone clauses. You passed legislation putting in express and 


telegraph companies, but you never amended this portion of the Act, and probably 
it is now the proper time to insert a clause that telegraph companies, telephone com- 


_panies and certain express companies are within the provisions of this Act, but it 


should not be done by altering this clause, which is a distinct clause dealing with 
railway companies. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: This defines what the word “company” shall mean under this 
Act. 


Mr.. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: We intend this Act to apply to all companies seEcilien they 
have been incorporated before or may be incorporated hereafter. Why should we put 
in a limitation to railway companies. We intend the Act to apply to all companies 
which are embraced in the definition of Sub-seetion 4 of Section 2, and therefore the 
word “railway” should be left out. 

Mr. Macnoneti: By Sub-section 4 of Section 2 on the first page the meaning of 
the word “company” is defined. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Therefore it is to apply to all companies defined by the 
Section. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You may be right, but when you come to look at the clause 
about the telegraph, telephone and express companies, you will find it is too wide. 

Hoy. Mr. Pucstey: If they are not a company under Sub-section 4 of Section 2, 
this would not apply. Section 5 is intended to apply to companies brought within 
this Act, whether they are incorporated before or not. 


Mr. Carveti: If it is decided that should go out, I should like to ask the Minister 
vf Railways for something that is real, »nd that is that he will strike out the words 


“other than Government railways.” 


2-43 
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Hon. Mr. Cocurane: That point was discussed a little the other day, and I said 
yesterday I was in favour of it, but T would not do it without consulting my colleagues. 
Mr. Carvert: I will give the Minister a little illustration 
Hon, Mr. Cocuranr: I agree with Mr. Carvell. 


Mr. Carvett: A poor man had his buildings burned by an engine on the Govern- 
ment railways. His building was worth more than two hundred dollars. If the value 
is under two hundred dollars a man can sue the Government in any Court of compe- 
tent jurisdiction. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: He ean sue for five hundred. 


Mr. Carvett: Yes, whatever the amount is. This man is driven to the Exchequer 
Court, and they say there is no cause of action and that is the end of it. Why should 
this not be brought under the Railway Act? 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: There are other matters of much‘ more importance than 
that. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: The regulation of rates is much more important. I knew 
. of a case some few years ago where the I. C. R. connected with a private railway 
company and the shunting charges which the I. C. R. made against this private com- 
pany were four times the amount the Railway Commissioners will allow the Canadian 
Pacific to charge, but there was no redress. I do not see why the Government Rail- 
ways should not be. brought under the Railway Commission. It would save the Min- 
ister a lot of trouble. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No Minister dare do it on his own responsibility, but I will 
take it up in Council the first chance I get. 

Mr. Carvevi: I am glad to hear the Hon. Minister say so. That is worth some- 
thing. ; 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: How would it do to have Section 5 stand, with a view to 


having the Minister consider whether he will approve of striking out the words “Goy- 
ernment Railways” ? 


Mr. Hawkins: I wish to say 


Tur CuamMman: We must have some rules in regard to this discussion. If a 
gentleman, not a member of the Committee, desires to address the Committee, it would 
be in order for some member to move that he be heard. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: I move that Mr. Hawkins be heard. 


Mr. Hawkins: We would like to lay our views before the Committee on two or 
three points in reference to this clause. We are of opinion that all railways in Canada 
should be under this Act and should be subject to the jurisdiction of the Board. Dr. 
Pugsley has mentioned one point we will raise. The Intercolonial Railway have joint 
rates with other roads, but the Board of Railway Commissioners haye no control over 
those rates beyond the mere filing of the tariff. Another point in connection with 
that matter Is in connection with provisions for protection of the forest from fire 
where Government roads run through the forest. That is a very serious question 
and we would like to lay it before the Committee. There was a meeting a couple 
of weeks ago in Quebec, and I was appointed to wait upon this Committee and present 
the views of my association. I would like an opportunity of bringing a man from 
Quebec to impress our views upon the Committee. a, 


THe CHAIRMAN: V hat is your position? 


Mr. Hawkins: I am Secretary of the Canadian Lumbermen’s Association, and 
also connected with the matter of forest protection in Quebec. The Government 
roads run through a large territory on the north and south shores, and it is really a 
very seri2us question with us 
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Mr. Nessirr: We are very much in accord with Mr. Hawkins’ views. 


2: Tue CuairMan: Would you be good enough to present to the Clerk of the Com- 
; mittee a statement of your objections to this clause, or your views in support of this 
clause as it stands, in order that it may be distributed among the members of the 
Committee, and that they may be able to deal definitely with it. 

Mr. Hawkins: Will that apply also to other clauses? 

Tue CHairMAN: To any other clauses of the Bill. 


Mr. Hawsrns: I received a telegram from Mr. Walsh of the Canadian Manu- 
facturers Association, asking when he would be permitted to present his views to the 


Board. 


Tue Cuamman: That depends on the clauses with reference to which he wishes 
to express an opinion. You can advise him that if he will send to the Clerk of the 
Committee a copy of his recommendations in reference to the sections, or his objections 
to the clauses, the matter will be taken into consideration. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: They have all been asked to do that. 


Tue CHarrMaANn: Let him submit his views in writing and the Committee will 
decide whether it is advisable to hear him or not. 


Mr. Carvett: As well as your suggestions. 


Mr. Hawkins: At the annual meeting we passed resolutions and I can submit 
them to the Committee. 

The Cuamman: The Clerk is authorized to have these resolutions printed and 
submitted to the Committee, in order that they may be before us when the clause is 
discussed. It may perhaps be deemed advisable to read the correspondence that has 
come to hand in connection with the different clauses as we proceed with the consid- 

» eration of the Bill. 


Mr. MacponeLt: JI would move that Mr. Best be heard. 
Motion agreed to. 


Mr. W. L. Best, Canadian Legislative Representative of the Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Firemen and Enginemen. i 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that the representatives of the employees have, in 
accordance with your suggestion, prepared a memorandum for submission to the 
Committee. Unfortunately, we are not able to present it this morning, owing to the 
failure of one of our members, whose approval of the memorandum we would like to 
secure, to reach the city until this morning. 1 would, therefore, ask on behalf of the 
employees whom I represent, that Section 5 be allowed to stand until we can place 
the memorandum referred to before you. 


4 The Cuairman: Will you have the memorandum ready in a day or two? 
: Mr. Best: It will be ready for your next sitting. \ 
:' The CuarrMAN: Very well, the clerk will have the memorandum printed and 


distributed to the Members of the Committee. 
Section allowed to stand. 


: On Section 6: 


_ The provisions of this Act shall, without limiting the effect of the last pre- 
ceding section, extend and apply to (a) every railway company incorporated 
| elsewhere than in Canada and owning, controlling, operating or running trains 
pe or rolling stock upon or over any line or lines of railway in Canada either owned, 
controlled, leased or operated by such company or companies, whether in either 
case such ownership, control, or operation is acquired by purchase, lease, agree- 
ment or by any other means whatsoever; (b) every railway company operating 
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or running trains from any point in the United States to any ee re 
(ec) every railway or portion thereof, whether constructed under the me y 
of the Parliament of Canada or not, now or hereafter owned, controle leased 
or operated by a company wholly or partly within the legislative authority of 
the Parliament of Canada, or by a company operating a railway wholly or partly 
within the legislative authority of the Parliament of Canada, whether such 
ownership, control or first-mentioned operation is acquired or exercised by pur- 
chase, lease, agreement or other means whatsoever, and whether acquired or 
exercised under authority of the Parliament of Canada, or of the legislature 
of any province, or otherwise howsoever; and every railway or portion thereof, 
now or hereafter so owned, controlled, leased or operated shall be deemed and 
is hereby declared to be a work for the general advantage of Canada. 8-9 E. 
WHOLE es SUA sy lal alan 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I am opposed to this section. The Legislature of a Province 
may incorporate a railway company, give it subsidies, guarantee its bonds—perhaps 
practically be the means of securing the construction of the line. Then a company 
like the Canadian Pacific, Grand Trunk, or Grand Trunk Pacific, leases that railway. 
Would it not be a great hardship that without the consent of the Legislature which 
has created the company, so to speak, and enabled the line to be built, the jurisdiction 
over that road-should be absolutely taken out of the provincial authorities and handed 
over to this Parliament. It does seem to me that where a railway company has been 
incorporated by a Provincial Legislature that authority should be a consenting party 
before it loses absolute control over the line. 

The Cuamman: It will never consent. 


Hon. Mr. Puastery: If the Provincial Legislature will not consent, why should 
we take this power. Take British Columbia as an illustration. That province gave 
enormous aid to the Pacific and Great Eastern line under an agreement by which the 
rates and tolls to be charged by the company should be subject to the control of the 
Provincial Government, and that the company should remain under provincial juris- 
diction. Why, merely because that road may be leased to the Grand Trunk Pacific 
or the Canadian Pacific, should the agreement made with the Provincial Legislature 
be annulled? 

Mr. Nessirr: Because the line has been declared to be a work for the general 
advantage of Canada. When that is the case, the Board of Railway Commissioners 
should have absolute power, insofar as is possible, over the rates and operations of 
that line. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: I think that when a Provincial Legislature consents to a 
line passing from under its control to that of the Federal Parliament, no objection 
can properly be raised. There has been a great deal of objection to a road in the 
Province of Quebec, which has been acquired by the Canadian Pacific Railway, 
remaining under local jurisdiction. I have received several letters asking the Goy- 
ernment to bring the line under the control of the Board of Railway Commissioners. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Do you recall the name of the road, Mr. Minister? 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: It is a Quebec line. 

Mr. Lapvowte: The Quebee Central? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think that is the name. 

Mr. Laporte: Running from Quebec to Sherbrooke. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes, we have been asked to bring that line under the 
Board of Railway Commissioners. I think, Dr. Pugsley, with all due respect to you, 


control by the Dominion Railway Commission is in the interest of the people as a 
whole. 


“) wre Soe 
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Hon. Mr. Pucstry: That may be. It may also be in the interests of the people 
as a whole that a Provincial Legislature should be debarred from subsidizing or guar- 
anteeing the bonds of a railway company in certain cases. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If the Provincial Legislature agrees to a line coming under 
Dominion jurisdiction, what objection is there? 


Mr. Carvett: I was on the Quebec Central within a fortnight, and I was told 
by a big exporter that he has to pay a local freight rate from any point on the line 
tc Sherbrooke, and the Railway Commission has no control over the rates charged. 
The result is higher freight rates have to be paid than would be the case if that line 
were under the control of the Railway Commission. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If the road were under the Railway Commission the freight 
rate would be a through rate and not™unduly high. 

Mr. Nespitr: In the Province of Ontario in former times a number of lines were 
built with the aid of bonuses from counties, townships and villages. They were imme- 
diately taken over by the Grand Trunk, the Canadian Pacific or some other corporation, 
became part of a through railway system, and later on, when the Railway Commission 
was created, were brought under the jurisdiction of the, Board. Then the Railway 
Commission was enabled to control the rates charged on those lines. 

Mr. Carveti: We have a case in New Brunswick where a small road operates coal 
mines. It charges 90 cents a ton for coal brought from the point of production to the 
city of Fredericton, a distance of about 30 miles, yet it will haul the same coal to the 
city of St. John, 65 miles farther, for an extra 5'cents. That would not be allowed if 
the road were under the control of the Railway Commission because the Board would 
equalize the rates and the city of Fredericton would be paying a fairer freight rate on 
its coal. 

Mr. Macponety: I think you will find that in practically all these cases where 
local lines were taken over (absorbed or acquired), by transcontinental or through 
lines, the consent of the Provincial authorities was obtained in each ease. 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: If provision is made that the transfer must be made with the 
consent of the Legislature of the Province, that would-be all right. There are two 
ways by means of which a Federal Company can secure control of a-local line; one 
by leasing the road and the other by buying or acquiring the stock. Take the C.P.R., 
they did not lease the St. John Bridge and Railway, but they bought the stock, and it 
is kept as a separate company, but owned by the C.P.R. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They could put into their grant a clause protecting them- 
selves against this and stipulating that it should not be allowed. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: That is all right for the future, but you are putting in a 
clause here that will affect companies that have been built under provincial jurisdic- 
tion and you are by this taking away all authority, power and control which they 
might have, and enabling a larger company, simply by getting control of the stock 
to fix the rates 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What harm will it_do the province? 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Take British Columbia: the McBride Government gave very 
large aid to a road running up to the north from Vancouver to Prince George. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I do not think it was the McBride Government, but its 
successor. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: But one of the Governments. 

Mr. Carvett: Call it the Government of British Columbia. 
‘ Hon. Mr. Pucstey: They stipulated that they wanted to get advantageous freight 
rates for the coast cities, and they stipulated that the rate should be under the 
absolute control of the Government of British Columbia. 


s ‘ 


26 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think that was the Canadian Northern. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: And they invested millions of dollars on that road. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They did the same thing with the Canadian Northern, and 
it is not in the public interest. 

Hon. Mr. Pucsuey: What right have we to pass a law which will nullify that 
agreement and enable the company to defy British Government? 

Mr. Stvcuair: It was done in the interest of the province, to keep down rates, 
and there is no objection if we have jurisdiction. That is the only question in my 
mind. 

Mr. Nespirr: That road is no use simply running into Vancouver, and in order 
to become a road -it has to be connected with some of the transcontinental roads. 
It will be of no benefit until it is connected with the country it is intended to serve, 
and the moment it is connected with any of the principal roads we should control 
the rates. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: The people of British Columbia put their money into it in 
good faith. 

Mr. Nespirr: We do not confiscate their money. 

Tion. Mr. Pucstry: We break their agreement. 

Mr. Nessrrr: Supposing you want to ship over that same road, they charge you 
express rates which amount to more than the value of the stuff you want to ship, so 
that you cannot ship over that road. 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: You are getting back by this section to the Railway Act 
as it was originally passed, that provided that wherever a company connected with 
another company which was under the control of the Dominion, the Canadian Nor- 
thern, Grand Trunk or Intercolonial, it should, ipso facto, be a work for the general 
advantage of Canada. There was a great deal of objection to that and the law was 
changed, and it was provided that only as to the point of junction should it be under 
the control] of the Parliament of Canada. You are now proposing that a federal com- 
pany can simply buy the stock of a provincial company and get the control, and the 
moment it gets the control it becomes, ipso facto, a work for the general advantage 
of Canada, and it is taken out of the jurisdiction of the provincial legislature. 

Mr. Macponeti: That is right. 

Mr. Nessirr: Then what is wrong with it? 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: It is a breach of faith. , 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: It is a question of provincial autonomy, and when a province 
has granted a charter to a company and stipulated that the company shall have cer- 
tain privileges, I do not see how the Federal Government can step in and interfere. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Then you are willing to oblige the people to pay two rates 
just as Mr. Carvell mentions? 

Mr. Nessirr: It might hurt some provinces’ dignity, but it is a good thing for 
the people that the Government should control the rates. 

The Cuamman: Mr. Lawrence, the legislative representative of the Brotherhood 
of Locomotive Engineers would like to be heard on this clause. 

Hon. Mr. Lemreux: Do you think we should pass this clause without hearing 
from the representatives of the provincial governments? It seems to be an infringe- 
ment of provincial authority. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: A contention has been made that when the Dominion 
Government bonus a local charter they have the right to control them. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I know that in the New Brunswick Legislature some years 
ago our contention was that if Parliament chose to take over the provincial road and 
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deprive the Provincial Legislature of all authority over them they should return to 
the provinces the aid which they had given to build the road. 

Mr. Lawrence: As representative of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
with Mr. Best, the representative of Locomotive Firemen, I have drafted a little 
article with regard to this matter, and I desire to present it to the committee. We 
say: let this section remain as it is at present for the reason that its requirements 
will make for uniformity in the equipment, maintenance, and operations of locomo- 
tives and cars, as well as in operating rules, thus ensuring greater safety on all 
lines of railway which may be considered as work for the general advantage of 
Canada. Uniformity in equipment or in operation is regarded as an essential to 
safety in railway operation. The Quebec Central Railway was mentioned, and I may 
say we have had a great deal of trouble in regard to that road. It is operated by the 
Canadian Pacific. The Board of Railway Commissioners has made regulations 
regarding the equipment of locomotives, so that they will not be equipped in such a 
way as to prevent the engineer from seeing. We have complaints and taken them up 
to the Board, and they never say that they have any jurisdiction. The same in regard 
to the safety appliances on the locomotives and cars. The same men operate that 
road as run on other portions of the Canadian Pacific, and if you are familiar with 
the equipment of a locomotive you will know how essential it is that all locomotives 
should be equipped practically the same and the same regulations made in regard to 
safety. These regulations will apply to the cars. It is a very important section, and 
T think the railway employees are unanimously of the opinion that this section should 
remain as it is, and these roads be declared to be works for the general advantage 
of Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Puestry: It rather seems to me that, before Parliament pass this 
section the provincial legislatures should have an opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Macponett: I recollect the old Grey and Bruce, and there were two or three 
other roads running out of Toronto. In all those cases the province was a consenting 
party when these roads were absorbed and taken over by the large lines, but in that 
case they passed out of their ken. 

Hon Mr. Pucstey: British Columbia is protesting today most strongly against 
the placing of those roads in that Province which have been recently assisted so liberally 
by the local authorities being placed under the control of the Federal Parliament. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We have put the Canadian Northern under the jurisdiction 
of the Board by Order-in-Council. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: Against the protest of the British Columbia Government. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I have not received any protest from them. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I see it in the newspapers. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They did not let me know about it. 

Mr. CarvetLt: You and I, not many years ago, asked that these provincial roads 
should be brought under the jurisdiction of the Dominion Government. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Pardon me, what we did was this: We said British Columbia 
‘eould do as she pleased in regard to it, but that we ought not to grant Dominion aid 
unless they were brought under the control of the Dominion. 

The Cuamrman: I will call the Committee’s attention to the fact that the legis- 
iatures of the different provinces have representatives located, I understand, in Ottawa, 
and if they were interested in this clause I think they should be here. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Has British Columbia any.representative? I know that New 
Brunswick has not. 

Hon. Mr. Lemmux: J remember well the case of the Montreal Street Railway, 
which was carried to the Privy Council, and it was decided that our Act was not con- 
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stitutional, and that we had no right to give jurisdiction to the Board on through 
traffic, that is in regard’ to provincial lines. 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: As far as the Ontario Government is eoneerned, they think 
that this Government can do nothing wrong and they are not watching proceedings 
here. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: With reference to that case, it did not decide exactly as sug- 
gested: it decided that until a work was decided to be a work for the general advantage 
of Canada, it did not come under Dominion jurisdiction. This case did not decide that; 
it decided that until the work was declared a work for the general advantage of Can- 
ada the section was ultra vires. sry. 

Mr. Stvcuarr: I understand that most of these local lines were brought under 
federal control at the time they were incorporated in order to enable them to get 
subsidies. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: That is very likely. 

Mr. Srxciai: It is a very rare thing now to find a provincial railway that is not 
now under the general jurisdiction of Canada by a special Act. There may be a few 
but not many. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: This section is entirely new, is it not? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is virtually new. There was a section something like it 
in 8 and 9, Edward VII, but it did not go as far as this. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I object to the section, and will vote against it, but have 
nothing further to say with respect to it. 

Mr. Nessirt: I move that the section be concurred in. 

Tur CuairmMaNn: It is apparent that only two members of the Committee are 
opposed to the section. : 

Hon. Mr. Lemirux: As the consideration of this Bill has been fairly conducted 
since the beginning of these proceedings, I would respectfully suggest that the section 
be allowed to stand until the provinces are made aware of what is proposed to be done. 

Mr. Carvery: How are we ever going to finish the consideration of this Bill if 
we continue bringing people here from all over the country from time to time? 

How. Mr. Lemieux: You will agree with me that this is a very important section. 
I look upon this provision as an invasion of provincial rights. 

Tur CHairMAN: Do you expect the provinces will object to it? 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Certainly they will, if they have not seen the section. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: IJ assure you that if you will allow the clause to stand I will 
communicate at once with the Attorney General of Quebee and be guided by him in 
the matter. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I would not want any stronger reason for allowing the section 
to stand than the Chairman’s statement that we might assume the provinces would 
object to it. The provinces would not raise any objection unless they considered the 
section most unreasonable. 

Mr. Nessirt: This talk of provincial rights is becoming a matter of the provinces 
standing on their dignity. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I have great faith in the provinces just now. 

Hon Mr. COCHRANE: I have great willingness to concede provincial jurisdiction, 
but when the provinces consent to jurisdiction passing out of their hands, as they 
have done in every case, what objection can be urged ? 

Mr. CARVELL: I am very well acquainted with the Railway situation in the 
Maritime Provinces. No province has built so many railways as the province of New 
Brunswick—perhaps the Minister of Railways thinks too many have been built—and 
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I do not know why it would not be in the interest of any Provincial Government to 
have its railway rates controlled by the Board of Railway Commissioners. 

Mr. Macpdoneti: Otherwise you put back the hands of the clock twenty years. 

Mr. Carvett: To me it is not a question of a province standing on its dignity, 
but whether the Parliament-of Canada shall legislate in the best interests of the 
Dominion as a whole. As a member of Parliament from the province of New Bruns- 
wick, I am prepared to assume sole responsibility for my action and to say that this 
Clause should be passed. 

The Cuamman: Will you make a motion to that effect ? 

Mr. Carvett: Yes. I move that Section 6 be concurred in. 

Mr. Macponeti: I second that motion. 


Resolution put and carried. 


On Section 8—Provincial Railways connecting with or crossing Dominion Rail- 
ways. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Paragraph (b) has been declared to be ultra vires. Judg- 
ment was given by the Privy Council on the 12th January, 1912. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: You refer to the judgment in the street railway case? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes. In that case paragraph (b) was held to be ultra 
vires of this Parliament. It was held until the road had been declared to be a work 
for the general advantage of Canada this Parliament had no jurisdiction. Once the 
railway is declared to be a work for the general advantage of Canada then the 
Dominion Parliament has jurisdiction. 


Hon. Mr. Lemirux: There is a proviso which means that in the case of a rail- 
way owned by a Provincial Government, for example the Temiskaming Railway, the 
transfer provision of this Act could not apply without the consent of such Govern- 
ment. That is to say, you could not fix the rate of that railway in Ontario without 
the consent of the Provincial Government of Ontario, although it taps at ‘both ends 
the transcontinental systems. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I understand that, but some eminent person said that 
by granting that subsidy to the Temiskaming and Ontario Railway we would have 
a right to name a through rate over it—Not any local rate but a through rate. 


Mr. Neszirr: I do not believe you have. 

Mr. Carvett: I wish we had jurisdiction to control all the rates, over it 

Mr. Nessitt: So do I, but I do not believe we can; at any rate, we do not 
control them. 

Mr. Macnonett: We are prohibiting that being done in the future by this 
Section. 

Mr. Carvett: It would be pretty hard for us to pass legislation now in regard 
to that, I do not think we have jurisdiction to do it. 

Mr. Macponett: What is the necessity of inserting something which we are not 
doing? We are negativing a negative. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: we have no power to pass paragraph (b). Mr. Lemieux 
was referring to paragraph (d). 

Mr. CarvetL: You say we have no power to pass paragraph (b). 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It says here: “although not declared by Parliament to be 
a work for the general advantage of Canada”—that is the vice of the section; that it 
attempts to control the rates, while it is declared not to be a work for the general 
advantage of Canada. 
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Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: It is all right as to the crossings and junction and all the 
movement of traffic at that point. The operation of the road is properly brought 
under the control of the Dominion Parliament and the Railway Board, but as to the 
carriage of goods and tolls it is different. That is not a necessary incident of the 
right of the Parliament of Canada to legislate. 

Tue Cuarman: Then we had better strike out paragraph (b). 

Mr. Macponeti: Paragraph (b) was in the old Act. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: And was held to be ultra vires. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: So that my objection was all right. 

Paragraph (b) struck out and section adopted. 


On Section 9, Sub-section 4, Reappointment of Commissioners. 

Mr. Carvett: I know this has been the law from the beginning, but why should 
a Commissioner because he happened to have been a judge of a superior eourt be 
exempt from being dismissed for cause, any more than any other commissioner ? That 
is put in, I suppose, in order to get judges to accept these positions, but it is giving 
one commissioner a wonderful advantage over his fellow commissioners. 

Hon. Mr. Lemmvx: Is it not because, when he was a judge, he was not sub-— 
jected to this provision, and wanted to become Chief Commissioner with the same 
privileges he enjoyed when he was a judge ? ‘ 

Mr. Carvent: Yes, but why should we hold out inducements like that to get 
men to ledve the bench? : 

How. Mr. Lemieux: We have made no mistake so far as the appointment of 
judges is concerned. We appointed Justices Mabee and Killam. 

Mr. Carvett: I do not know of any gentleman on the Board that I think should 
be removed anyway, but it certainly gives one class advantage over another. 

Mr. Nessitr: I understood until the other day that they were all subject to the 
Parliament of Canada. I do not think they should be subject to the Governor-in- 
Council, because I think they should be an absolutely independent body. I am not 
saying anything against the present Administration but I do not think they should 
be subject to the Governor in Council. 

Mr. Carvetu: I am rather inclined to take that view too. 

Mr. Nespitt: I think they should be subject to Parliament only. 

THe CHAIRMAN: Would it be fair to the present Commissioners to have this 
changed in any way? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: None of them come under it now at all. ; 

Mr. Sinciair: That would put them in the same position as judges. You can- 
not dismiss a superior court judge. 

Mr. Nessirr: I think they should be absolutely independent of the party in power, 
whether it be Grit or Tory. 

Mr. Carveti: I think so. 


Mr. Nessitt: They should be subject to the Parliament of Canada, and you 
should get the best men you could, because you give them great power. 


Hon. Mr. CocHRaNE: The salary will not bring the best men, nor will the salaries 
of the judges be an inducement to the best men. 


Mr. Nessirr: I do not see why they should be limited to ten years. 
Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think that is all right. 


Mr. Carvett: Have you considered the point of making them subject to a dis- 
missal only on an address of the House of Commons? 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I would not object to that. 
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Hon. Mr. Lemirux: If the Minister does not object, I will make a motion to that 
effect. ‘ 


Mr. Carvett: We might change the clause and make it read: “but may be 
removed at any time by or upon an address of the Senate and House of Commons.” 


Mr. Srvcuair: “Shall not be removed except upon an address of the Senate and 
House of Commons.” 


Mr. Carveti: You are making it stronger. 


Mr. Macponeti: “Shall only be removable on an address of the Senate and 
House of Commons.” 


Tur CuHamman: Is the Committee really unanimous in making this change? 

Mr. Nespitt: I am in favour of it. 

Hon. Mr. Lemirux: In this matter I take the Minister of Railways as my leader. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: I do not at all object to it. I do not think any exception 
should be made. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not know exactly what the proposed amendment is. 


Hon. Mr. Lemrevx: It is proposed that no member of the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners should be removed except by address of the Senate and House of Com- 
mons. You remove the section in the Act with respect to the Chief Commissioner 
and have this a general rule. 


Mr. Carvetu: That is the point. ; 
Mr. Lapornte: You will also have to strike out the present paragraph (b). 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I would suggest that the wording in Subsection 3 read as 
follows: “but may be removed at any time upon address of the Senate and House of 
Commons.” Paragraph (b) will have to go out. 


Tur CuairmMan: Then Subsection 3 will read as follows: 

“Bach Commissioner shall hold office during good behaviour for a period 
of ten years from the date of his appointment, but may be removed at any time 
upon address of the Senate and House of Commons.” 

Section 9, as amended, concurred in. 
Section adopted. 


~ 


On Section 13, Interest, Kindred or Affinity. 


Mr. Nessitt: Does the latter part of the sentence not contradict the first part? 
It says: “Whenever any commissioner is interested in any matter before the Board, 
or of kin or affinity to any person interested in any such matter, the Governor in 
Council may appoint some disinterested person to act as Commissioner pro hac vice,” 
ete.; and then it says: “Provided that no Commissioner shall be disqualified to act 
by reason of interest or of kindred or of affinity to any person interested in any matter 
before the Board.” 

Mr. CarvetLt: It seems contradictory. 

Mr. Famweatuer: The first portion provides for putting him aside, but tne iact 
that he has acted in such case does not vitiate proceedings. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is the same as before. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 20, Arrangements of Sittings and Business. 
Mr. Carveti: That is really declaratory of what they have been doing. 
Ton. Mr. Cochrane: This is new. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It was put in that form to meet the altered condition on 
account of the increase of the membership of the Board and the division of the work. 

Mr. Carvert: It is a pity we could not apply these principles to many of our 
courts in Canada. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 23, Duties of Secretary of the Board. 

Mr. Carvett: Paragraph (a) of this section provides that the secretary shall 
attend all sessions of the Board, and Section 18 provides that the Board may hold 
more than one meeting at a time. ) 

Hon. Mr. Leminux: But it provided by another section that the Board may 
appoint an acting secretary. 

Mr. Carvery: Supposing there were two sittings held in Ottawa, the secretary 
might not be absent on account of illness, but might be attending another meeting. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What objection is there to saying: “ The secretary or act- 
ing secretary ?” 

Mr. Sinciair: It might read in this way: “It shall be the duty of the secretary 
of his assistants.” 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Add to Section 22, “The Governor in Council may also 
appoint an assistant secretary.” 

Mr. Nespirt: Make it “ assistant secretaries.” 

Mr. Carver: That would not do, because Section 24 provides that the Board 
appoint the assistant. 

Mr. Macponeti: I think Section 24 covers it. 

Mr. Carveti: It might, by implication. ‘ 

Mr. Srvciair: I think it would be all right to say “It shall be the duty of the 
Secretary or Acting Secretary.” } 

Mr. Nessirr: I would suggest to add that to Section 22. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Section 24 does not cover the paint. In this case you have 
a permanent Assistant Secretary and there is no provision in the Act for his appoint- 
ment. ; 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I am informed there are two Assistant Secretaries. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If so, they have been appointed without authority under the 
Act. There is nothing in the Act at present that authorizes their appointment. I 
think the Section should stand in order to permit of its being re-drafted. 

The Cuamrman: What is the wish of the Committee? 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: I think it would be better to have Section 23 re-cast in order 
to cover the points raised. 

Section allowed to stand. 


Commitee adjourned until 11 a.m. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 

Orrawa, April 26, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 a.m. 
Mr. Brain: I haye a communication here which I suppose has reached the 

Committee in some other way, a plea for just and equitable treatment of the public in 

the law relating to telephones and long distance service. 

THe CHarmMAN: Be good enough to hand in your communication, and the 

Clerk will forward a letter. The form of the letter used in such cases is as follows: 


“Dear Sir, 


In accordance with the mode of procedure adopted by the Committee on Bill 
No. 13, to consolidate and amend the Railway Act, you are hereby requested to put 
in writing your objections or proposed amendments, if any, to the bill, and mail them 
to the Clerk of the Committee for their insertion in the printed proceedings, if 
need be. In addition, your representative, if any, will be given a hearing before 
the Committee. 

- Yours truly, 
N. ROBIDOUX, 


Clerk Spedial Committee on Bill No. 13.” 


That is the answer sent to practically all correspondents of that nature. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: While we were dealing with Clause 9, it seemed to be 
assumed by the Committee yesterday that the Judges’ Act contained provisions for 
the removal of Superior Court Judges, but I find it does not. It contains provisions 
for the removal of County Court Judges, and the Governor-in-Council may remove 
County Court Judges under that section. The only power to remove the Judges of 
the Superior Court is by the Governor-General on address of the Senate and House 
of Commons. If it is the desire of the Committee I think it would be desirable to 
co-ordinate that section with the Act and use exactly the same language. We did it 
yesterday. The language was not identical but I suppose probably it had the same 
effect. 


THe CHAIRMAN: Section 9 was passed. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think in order to make the section in exact accord- 
ance with the B. N. A. Act we might use the same phraseology, and before the 
words “at any time,” insert the words “by the Governor-General, on an address of 
the Senate and the House of Commons.” 

Mr. Bennett: You will have to move that we refer back to section 9 for the 
purpose of amending it as stated by Mr. Johnston. 


Motion to refer back agreed to. 

Tur CHamMAN: 'The clause then will read, “but may be removed at any time 
by the Governor-General.” F 

Mr. Bennett: If you wish to be exact, the proper expression is “Governor- 
in Council.” 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: “By the Governor-in-Council on address of the Senate 
and House of Commons.” 

Séction as amended adopted. 
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On Section 23, Duties of Secretary. am 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I was asked to re-cast Clause 23 yesterday, because Ite 
appeared there was a Secretary and Assistant Secretaries, and the Board might hold 
two sessions/at the one time. Of course it is manifestly impossible for one secretary to 
attend all meetings of the Board. I propose to re-cast the section by pirileng out 
Paragraph “A”. Then Paragraph “B” in this Bill will be Paragraph “A”, and C 
will be Paragraph “ B,” “D” will be “ C,” and “E” will be “ D.” Paragraph “D” will 
read as follows: 


“To have every regulation and order of the Board drawn pursuant to the 
direction of the Board, duly signed and sealed with the official seal of the Board, 
and filed in the office of the Secretary.” 


Hon. Mr. Lemreux: I understand you have two Secretaries. You have Mr. Cart- 
wright and Mr. Primeau. : 

Mr. Cocurane: I think there are three. 

Mr. Lemirux: The reason I am asking is that, as the Commission holds sittings 
in Quebec, one Secretary should be conversant with the French language. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: And, he is. - 

On Section 26, Commissioners. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Who is the Assistant Chief Commissioner ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Mr. Scott. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 28, Employment of Others. 


Mr. Bennett: This section says, “Whenever the Board, by virtue of any power 
vested in it by this Act, appoints or directs any person,” ete. There are some Acts 
other than this one which vests powers in the Board, and a case arose under that. 
There was a case in which under another Statute it was said that an order might issue 
from the Board of Railway Commissioners for Canada. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If the alteration suggested by Mr. Bennett was made, and 
the words “or otherwise” inserted after the word “Act” in the second line, would it not 
then be necessary to add similar words after the word “Act” in the fourth line? 

Mr. Bennert: I am speaking generally, I do not know that it would follow that 
it would always be done by the Governor in Council; some of the provinces sometimes, 
perhaps, may exercise doubtful jurisdiction and, I think, that provision should be 
made in general terms to meet the point I have raised. It might involve a recasting 
of the section. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is a question of policy; take a question, such as some- 
times occur, suppose the province of Ontario asks the Board of Railway Commissioners 
to undertake certain duties, should not the province of Ontario, in that case, pay ? 

Mr. Bennett: Certainly; it seems to me that provision should be made to meet 
the point I have raised. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: “Or by any other statute of the Parliament of Canada”, 
that will cover the point. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: “By virtue of any power vested in it by this Act, or by any 
other Act of the Parliament of Canada”. 


Tur CHairMaAN: Clause 28 as amended would read as follows: 
“Whenever the Board, by virtue of any power vested in it by this Act, or by 


any other Act of the Parliament of Canada, appoints or directs any person, other 
than a member of the staff of the Board, to perform any service required by this 
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Act, or by such other Act, such persons shall be paid therefor such sum for 

, services and expenses as the Governor in Council may, upon the recommendation 
of the Board, determine.” 
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Section as amended adopted. 


On Section 31, Annual Report to Governor in Council. 


Mr. Bennett: I see that the section takes the 31st of March as the end of the 
Railway year; I think we should follow the practice adopted by the Railways of Canada 
and make the Railway fiscal year end with the calendar year. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think that is a good suggestion, and it ought to be carried 
out. I do not know why it could not be done in this Act, instead of by a special Act. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Committee will be dealing with a clause relating to 
annual statistics later on. 

Mr. Bennett: I think we might make the change in this section. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I understand the O.P.R. are about to adopt the practice of 
making their fiscal year end with the calendar year, and it would be inconvenient to 
the Company to make reports to the Board for the year ending 31st of March, when 
their fiscal year ends on the 31st December. 

Mr. Bennett: Substitute the word “‘ December” for “ March” in the second and 
fourth lines. 

Motion of Mr. Bennett concurred in and section adopted as amended. 

Mr. Benyert: Might it not be well to substitute between the words “other” 
and “authority” in the sixth line of paragraph (a) the word “lawful”. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think it is surplusage. Authority means lawful 

* authority. 
Mr. Bennett: It means lawful authority only. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It can do no harm to insert it. It would mean 
“authority” having power in the premises. 


Paragraph adopted as amended. 


On Sub-Section 2. 


The Board may order and require any company or person to do forth- 
with, or within, or at any specified time, and in any manner prescribed by 
the Board, so far as is not inconsistent with this Act, any act, matter or thing 
which such company or person is or may be required or authorized to do under 
this Act, or the Special Act, and may forbid the doing or continuing of any 
act, matter or thing which is contrary to this Act or the Special Act; andj 
shall for the purposes of this Act have full jurisdiction to hear and determine 
all matters whether of law or of fact. 


Mr. Bennett: There is a point in connection with the words “so far as is not 
inconsistent with this Act”? which comes back to the point raised a few moments 
_ago. There are other jurisdiction-conferring Acts than this which require the 
exercise of power by the Board. 
Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Will they not expressly state? 
Mr. Bennett: Is that section broad enough to cover such cases? 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think it would be a mistake to enlarge this section. If 
Parliament chooses in special instances to give the Board power to do anything it 
ought to expressly state it in the Act. 
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Hon. Mr. Lemieux: We have a section indicating that the Railway Commis- 
sioners may have certain powers vested in them by Parliament besides those men- 
tioned here. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: If Parliament chooses to give the Board additional 
powers it ought to state so at the time. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I think this wording is compact enough. 


Sub-section adopted. 


On Sub-section 3. 


The Board shall, as respects the attendance and examination of witnesses, 
the production and inspection of documents, the enforcement of its orders, 
the entry on and inspection of property, and other matters necessary or 
proper for the due exercise of its jurisdiction under this Act, or otherwise 
for carrying this Act into effect, have all such powers, rights and privileges as 
are vested in a superior court. 


Mr. Macponett: Should there not be a reference to the Special Act? That 
confines their authority to matters under this Act. Matters may arise under 
Special Acts, in regard to the various special matters mentioned here. I think there 
should be a special clause in the Act somewhere covering the whole situation. 


Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chrysler may have a suggestion. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Perhaps you could extend this section to No. 2. I think 
Mr. Johnston is right about that. If you say “with due exercise to its jurisdiction ” 
that is all you need say. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Strike out all the words “or otherwise for carrying this 
Act into effect.” 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: After the word “jurisdiction” in the fifth line strike out 
the words “ under this Act or otherwise for carrying this Act into effect.” 


Sub-section adopted as amended. 


On Sub-section 4. 


The fact that a receiver, manager, or other official of any railway, or a 
receiver of the property of a railway company, has been appointed by any court 
in Canada or any province thereof, or is managing or operating a railway under 
the authority of any such court, shall not be a bar to the exercise of the Board 
of any jurisdiction conferred by this Act; but every such receiver, manager, or 
official shall be bound to manage and operate any such railway in accordance 
with this Act and with the orders and directions of the Board, whether general 
or referring particularly to such railway; and every such receiver, manager, or 
official, and every person acting under him, shall obey all orders of the Board . 
within its jurisdiction in respect of such railway, and be subject to have them 
enforced against him by the Board, notwithstanding the fact that such receiver, 
manager, official or person is appointed by or acts under the authority of any 
court; and whenever by reason of insolvency, sale under mortgage, or any other 
cause, a railway or section thereof is operated, managed or held otherwise than 
by the company, the Board may make any order it deems proper for adapting and 
applying the provisions of this Act to such case. 


Mr. Macponzty: I think that the same objection applies to the words “ conferred 
by this Act” in line twenty-eight. : I think that they should be drapped, because very 
often special Acts are passed to wind up and liquidate concerns, and the reference to 


a 


7 ae 


4 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT a7. 


APPENDIX No. 2 
the Railway Board would not give it the powers, because they are confined within the 
limits of the powers of this Act. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: You propose to strike out the words “conferred by this 
Act’? 

Mr. Macponeti: Yes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Would it not be well to substitute the word “its” for “any” 
and the wording will read “to the exercise by the Board of its jurisdiction.” 

Mr. Macponeti: Exactly. 

Mr. Bennett: These changes are necessary “all the way through. 

e THE CHAIRMAN: Is it accepted by the Committee that the word “its” shall be 


substituted for “any” in line twenty-eight and the words “conferred by this Act” 
struck out? 


Subsection passed as amended. 


On Section 34. 


The Board may make orders and regulations,—(a) with respect to any 
matter, act or thing which by this or the Special Act is sanctioned, required 
to be done, or prohibited; 


(6) generally for carrying this Act into effect; and without limiting the 
general powers by this section conferred. 
(c) as in this Act specifically provided. 


Mr. Bennett: I would suggest that paragraph (b) be amended so as to give 
power to the Board to exercise jurisdiction conferred by any other Act. I should 
* think, Mr. Johnston, you had better recast the whole section. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Cannot we make the needed changes now? 


Mr. Bennett: Yes, if you want to. It can be done very simply. I would 
suggest that the paragraph read: 


“ Generally for carrying the provisions of this Act, or any other Act of the 
Parliament of Canada into effect.” 
But perhaps the amendment is of too broad a nature. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is pretty broad, The amendment would give the 
Board jurisdiction over, for instance, the Companies Act. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would put it this way: 
(b) Generally for carrying this Act into effect; 
(c) exercising jurisdiction conferred by other Act of the Parliament of 
Canada. 
Mr. Bennett: You separate rather than join, the provisions. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. 
Mr. Bennett: I would, too. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I would submit the following as paragraphs (b) and (c): 
(b) Generally for carrying this Act into effect. 
(c) Exercising any jurisdiction conferred on the Board by any other 
Act of the Parliament of Canada. 
Mr. Bennetr: That covers the point and makes it very clear. 


Section adopted as amended. 
9—5} 
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On section 34, subsection 3, penalties: 

Mr. Bennett: This subsection is not clear. It would seem to me that there 
should be $100 penalty for a continued violation of that character. 

Mr. Macponetu: Let the Board use its discretion. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You might leave that until you take the penalty clauses at 
the end into consideration. 

Mr. Bennerr: Then it is not necessary to have this provision at all? 

Mr. Curystuer, K.C.: No, it is not. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: One is a violation of the Act, and the other is a violation » 


of the order of the Board. 
Mr. Bennerr: Why not use the same language throughout? 


Hon. Mr. Leminux: Do we by this section confer the power which was exercised 
this winter by some of the railway companies, who were invoking an order given by 
the Railway Board as regards, for instance, the commandeering of coal? Several 
railway companies, notably the Grand Trunk, seized the coal of other concerns, and I 
fail to see in the Act that any authority is vested in the Board for such action. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Don’t you think there should be authority? They are 
eommon carriers and it would certainly disecommode the public more if the railway 
were shut down for want of coal than if another concern were shut down. 


Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I am not questioning the necessity for certain railway com- 
panies to commandeer the coal in that way, but is there any authority given by the 
Act permitting railway companies to do such a thing? You will remember it was a 
distinct order given by the Chairman of the Board. 


Mr. Bennett: They have taken the coal steadily without an order of the Board. 


Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Did Mr. Reid, the Minister of Customs, not read to the 
House, at the beginning of this session, a letter from Sir Henry Drayton authorizing 
the railway companies to do that on account of the coal shortage? Would it not be 
well to settle that point right here? I would like to hear from Mr. Blair on that point. 


Mr. Buarr: I do not know what the position taken by the Chairman was, but there 
is no power in the Act so far as we can find authorizing the railway companies to 
expropriate or appropriate this coal. Nor is there any power given to the Board of 
Railway Commissioners to make an order permitting it. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: What was the extent of Sir Henry Drayton’s letter? Was it 
only advisory ? 

Mr. Buair: Yes. His main object was, having regard to the necessities of the 
railways, to see that the persons whose coal was seized or commandeered were sup- 
plied, as soon as reasonably could be, by the railway companies with the amount of 
coal which was taken from them. The good offices of the Board were invoked, and 
the Chief Commissioner sought to facilitate the movement of the traffic, and at the 
same time to see the people who were inconvenienced were compensated as soon as 
possible. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Would it not be well to frame a clause to meet such a case 
as that last one? 


Tue CuairmMan: The question you have raised is a very important one and I under- 
stand from Mr. Johnston it would not be possible to consider it in dealing with this 
clause. It would not be wise to include it in this clause. 


Hon. Mr. LEeMIgux: I had a case in point to which I would like to refer. How- 
ever, if you think we may discuss it later on I offer no objection. 


Tue Cuamrman: There is no objection to it being discussed now. 
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Hon. Mr. Lemrevx: A company which I represent in Montreal has a chemical 
pulp sulphide mill in the county of Gaspe. They require lots of coal, and had ordered 
their coal in the United States, but the coal and cars were seized or commandeered 
by the Grand Trunk. I understand the situation of the Grand Trunk was such that 
they were in a quandary. They did not know how to move their freight. They took 
that coal, and, as a result, the industry was stopped during several days, there were 
heavy losses incurred by that industry, and when they applied to the railway company 
for compensation, the railway company oifered the cost of coal according to the in- 
voice. Of course they were obliged to get coal in smaller quantities, but at a higher 
price on account of the prevailing great shortage. The railway company refused to 
compensate the industry for losses incidental to the commandeering. JI saw Mr. 
Chamberlain, the president of the Grand Trunk, and he said, “You will find the order 
given by Sir Henry Drayton.” Of course I had read about it, but I found no authority 
in the Act to commandeer that coal. Now, should there not be a section in the Act 
to cover a case of that kind? 

Mr. Bennett: I do not think so. Have the companies not a qualified property 
in anything carried by them, and when they use any article they are transporting 
for their own purposes, are they not liable for conversion, the measure of damage 
being the common law liability for conversion ? 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: They have a qualified property in it. 


Mr. Bennett: If any person intrusted with property converts it to his own use, 
he becomes liable for damages and the damages are such as arise out of the conversion. 

Hon. Mr. Lemirux: The immediate or remote damages? 

Mr. Bennett: In our province the measure of damage for conversion is the 
damage directly attributable to the common law theory. There is no change. I 
should say it would only be the replacement cost of material without any incidental 
damages, unless the company was advised at the time that it was used for a specific 
purpose—the general theory of conversion. When I was with the Canadian Pacific 
Railway I advised them to take the coal and run the locomotive, that they had a 
qualified property in it and could use it, and the measure of damages would be such 
as arise out of conversion. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The railway company is a bailee for hire, is it not? 

Mr. Benyerr: I am not arguing that point. 

Mr. Macdoneti: They have a qualified property at common lan. 

There is no question that in connection with the shipment and carrying of freight 
the railway companies have a qualified contract with the shipper and if they require 
it, under the common law doctrine, they convert the coal which they are carrying for 
the shipper to their own use. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is a question of damages. 

Mr. Bennett: Altogether a question of damages; the railway company has to 
pay for the coal. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think it is right they should have it. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: The person who is aggrieved by the act of the railway 
company should have more damage than the mere cost of the coal, he should be entitled 
to compensation for the damages which he really sustained. 

Mr. Bennett: This practice is not new at all, it is as old as the railways them- 
selves; whenever they have wanted the coal they have taken it. There is no authority 
expressly authorizing them to do so, and it is recognized at once that their action is 
an interference with somebody’s right; but the paramount necessity of the company 
compels them to take it, and the measure of damages which the company should pay, 
in the absence of knowledge on the part of the Railway Company that the coal was 
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to be used for a specific purpose, would be the cost of replacing the coal at the time 
it was taken. 

Hon. Mr. Lemmux: That is all right from the point of view of the railway 
company, but it is not right from the point of view of the other party to the trans- 
action. ; : 

Mr. Bennett: They take it, not for themselves, but in the public interest, in 
order to enable them to continue the movement of their trains. 

Hon. Mr. Lemmux: But is it just that the person at the other end should be 
called upon to suffer a loss for the benefit of the railway company ? 

Mr. Beynetr: As I understand it, if the head of the company to whom the coal 
-was consigned told the Grand Trunk Railway Company that they were short of coal and 
that they required the coal which the railway company desired to take for the purpose 
of keeping their factory running, and the railway company in knowledge of that fact 
took the coal then the aggrieved party could recover special damages from the 
company. Is not that the case? 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Bennerr: But if, on the other hand, the railway company took it in the 
ordinary course of business, whilst the shipment was in transit, and in the absence of 
any specific information as to the purpose for which it was to be used then, the 
measure of damages is the cost of replacing the coal. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: If I were Mr. Johnston, I would frame a clause which would 
make it clear that the aggrieved party shall be properly compensated. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They can obtain proper compensation to-day, can they not? 
As I understand it they can do so under the present provision. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The trouble is, according to what members of the Committee 
say, that the aggrieved parties do not get proper compensation. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I know that is the contention. Parties who are aggrieved 
have the opportunity of going to the courts now, in order to obtain proper compensa- 
tion, but they do not take advantage of it. 2 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: The Railway Companies can always protect themselves, but 
this Committee ought to endeavour to protect the public against the encroachments 
of these large corporations especially as to the commandeering of coal. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: But they would have to go before the courts, if the railways 
contested their claim, even if we put in a section as you suggest. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Yes, but the railway companies will be less aggressive if there 
is a clause in the Bill which provides for such a contingency, and which sets out 
clearly that there will be compensation. Remember these companies are under the 
thumb of the Railway Board. 

_ Mr. McCrea: I know that the railway companies have been commandeering coal 
~whenever they see fit; they take it and pay for it. In one case that I know of this 
coal was bought last fall at one-half the price for which it can be bought at the present 
time, and the railway company simply took the coal and paid for it at the cost of supply, 
so that the party from whom it was taken has to replace the coal at a higher price. 

Mr. Bennett: That is not what happens. It is obvious that if a man contracts 
for 1,000 tons of coal at, say, $2 per ton, and 500 tons of that coal are taken from him 
by the railway, the railway has to replace that coal, or pay the cost of replacing it. 

Mr. McCrea: The law should provide that the railway corporations should use the 
same foresight as the ordinary individual and buy their coal at the proper time; 
but, if they fail to do so, they should be compelled to compensate the parties from whom 
they take the coal, not only for the coal they take, but for the damage which that party 
may sustain by reason of the shutting down of the factory. 
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Mr. Srnciam: It strikes me that it is not a question so much of what should be 
paid for the coal as it is a question whether the railway company should be allowed to 
commandeer coal at all without the authority of the Board. If we want to control it, 
let us give the Board power of control. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You might give the Board control, but suppose you are on a 
train which has to stop because of want of coal? 

Mr. Brappury: I can understand that the company should be allowed to take the 
coal if they require it, but they should be compelled to pay for it. 

Mr. Bennett: As a matter of fact the contention that a company can take coal 
and not be required to pay more for it than the coal originally cost, instead of paying 
what it cost to replace it is altogether contrary to the fact. I should think it is more 
dangerous to make the change suggested, than it would be to leave it as itis now. The 
question of compensation stands on another basis altogether. The railway companies 
are wrongdoers from the start, and as wrongdoers they have to compensate. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Do you think the Act confers that power? 

Mr. Bennett: No, sir, it does not. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuraneé: Does any law confer it? 

Mr. Bennett: Under the common law they are liable for conversion. Mr. John- 
ston thinks they are liable as bailees. It is not an apt term. They are only actual 
carriers. Are you bailees for hire? 

Mr. Jounston, K. C.: They may be that, too. 

Mr. Bennett: This would not help the case of Mr. Lemieux or that of Mr. 
McCrea to say they have to pay compensation. It still leaves it open to the court; 
you still have to go to law. 

Mr. McCrea: If it is fixed so that they must provide compensation the railways 
will take care of themselves, and when they run short of coal they will not take some 
one else’s. If they are liable for damages you will find this confiscation will not 
happen very often. 

Mr. Bennett: If I were your solicitor I would have sued them. 

Mr. Macponett: They are wrongdoers from the start. 

Mr. McCrea: It is not necessary to give them the right to commandeer coal. 


Mr: Bennett: This is not the place to deal with that matter. There is another 
section under which we can deal with the question. 


Hon. Mr. Lemirux: Will you permit me to read what Sir Harry Drayton wrote 
to the Prime Minister last January. The Prime Minister was answering Mr. Mc- 
Kenzie, the hon. member for Cape Breton, and his remarks are on page 210 in 
“Hansard”. The Prime Minister said: 

The telegram to which my hon. friend refers was received by me, and I at once 
asked the Board of Railway Commissioners for Canada for any information that 
they might have with respect to that or like matters. I have a memorandum from the 
Chairman of the Board, Sir Henry Drayton, which has just been handed to me. It 
is as follows: 


The practice of commandeering coal by railways is the occasion of great 
annoyance and frequently positive loss to consignees. It is a practice which 
is not covered by the Railway Act, one way or the other, nor authorized by 
any regulation of the Board. The practice is very similar to the practice of 
general average applicable at sea, and the taking of necessary cargoes, belong- 
ing, of course, to consignees in case of emergency. It is justified by the rail- 
ways in that it is better that some freight should move rather than that no 
freight should move at all. 
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Railway companies, of course, ought to lay in their own coal; they ought 
to have supplies; they ought to be able to carry on their business without com- 
mandeering coal; but at the same time it has to be recognized that the coal 
shortage is very acute, and that railways in some instances have been entirely 
unable to obtain supplies of coal which they in due season contracted for. 

The Board has already had up the question of coal confiscation with the 
railways and everything has been done to minimize it. The complaints on 
this score now are very much fewer than they were, and the situation is being 
got in hand. 

The Board has not been advised of any confiscation of coal belonging to the 
Nova Scotia Underwear Company, but the matter will be immediately taken 
up. There is a letter from Sir Henry Drayton which, possibly, Mr. Blair can 
get for the Committee. I am inclined to think that we should insert a section 
to cover a case of that nature. It is not clear in my mind. 


Mr. Bennett: We should not deal with that matter in this section at all, but 
we should deal with it in the section which fixes the measure of damages with respect 
to a earrier’s liability under his contract. We would leave commandeering where it 
now stands under the Common Law. In the section dealing with the liability of the 
carrier we could make a special provision for his liability for damages in respect to 
property he converts to his own use. 

Mr. Macponett: You give him the right which he has not at all under the Rail- 
way Act to commandeer anything. I do not think it is wise to make any provision to 
give him that colorable right. 

Mr. McCrea: You prescribe that he shall not commandeer, but if he does violate 
the law there should be a penalty for it. F 


Mr. Bennett: Would not the section I have indicated be the logical place to 
treat this matter, Mr. Chrysler. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There is a section further on which says that the company 
shall carry goods,‘and there are various subsections, and if there is any special pro- 
vision which the Committee desire to make it could be properly inserted there. 

The CHARMAN: ‘Would it meet with the approval of the Committee if we dealt 
with this matter under the later section. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I would ask Mr. Johnston to turn over the matter over in 
his mind and try to find something to suit. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: With what object in view? the idea of fixing the measure 
of damages? The railways have no power now to commandeer coal. They do it. In 
so far as they are breaking the law, if the railways are to get off with the mere cost 
of replacement it is conceivable that the person whose coal is commandeered suffers 
damage very much in excess of the value of the coal. Is it your intention that the 
person should be fully compensated for any consequential damage such as the shutting 
down of his plant? ; 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Yes. 

Mr. Bennett: You cannot do that. 


The CuairmaAn: Is it the wish of the Committee that a clause of that nature be 
drawn up by Mr. Johnston? 3 


Mr. McCrea: I think the railways act very unwisely and indiscreetly. I have 
a connection with two concerns, one of which had the foresight to secure sufticient 
coal to run them through the winter; and the other did not have any, they were living 
from hand to mouth. The railway company commandeered the coal ce both companies 
If they had commandeered the coal of the concern which had a stock on hand it would 
have suffered only the loss of the coal. They did not even take the trouble to find 
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out, they asked no questions, they commandeered the coal of both. One of the con- 
cerns, employing three or four hundred men, was shut down for lack of coal. It 
would have been an easy matter for the railway company to have found out which 
concern would suffer and which would not. 

Mr. Bennett: Suppose the locomotive ran out of coal on the way and the coal 
never reached its destination, the railway company obviously would not be liable for 
the damages. If the railway company had no fuel to run its locomotives and was 
stalled, the measure of damages could never be the consequential damages to which 
my hon. friend has referred. The measure of damages can be the direct damages by 
reason of not receiving the coal. 

The CHarRMAN: Could we not leave it to Mr. Lemieux and Mr. McCrea to frame 
a clause so that it may be submitted to the Committee later on? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Section 313 is the one I had in mind, but it can be taken 
up when we come to it. 

Mr. Macponett: Any court would award you damages, Mr. McCrea, on the 
grounds you speak of. . 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not think so. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Would the case come under section 313? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think under subsection 7 of section 313. 

The CHAmMAN: That subsection reads as follows:— 


“Every person aggrieved by any neglect or refusal of the company to 
comply with the requirements of this section shall, subject to this Act, have an 
action therefor against the company, from which action the company shall not 
be relieved by any notice, condition or declaration if the damage arises from any 
negligence or omission of the company or of its servants.” 


Mr. Bennett: That is the section I had reference to. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Subsection 8 gives the Board the power to make regulations 
in case of delay of traffic. 

The Cuairman: Would it not be wise for Mr. Lemieux and Mr. McCrea to frame 
an amendment~to cover the points raised by them. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I agree to that, with the understanding that if our amend- 
ment dovetails into this section it shall be accepted. 

Mr. Macpnonexu: I do not think we completed the consideration of subsection 3, 
which provides that no penalty for violation of any regulation or regulation of the 
Board shall exceed $100. 

"Mr. CurysterR, K.C.: I have looked at the sections of the Act dealing with. 
penalties, and they do not cover penalties for disobedience of the orders of the Board. 

Mr. Bram: Look at section 445. 

Mr. Bennett: The case I had in mind was where the Board made an order for a 
fence, the Grand Trunk Pacific being the railway company concerned. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Section 445 covers those cases. 

Mr. Macponetu: Then strike out the last few words in subsection 3 of section 34, 
providing that no such penalty shall exceed $100. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Is there any other section providing a penalty for violating 
an order of the Board? 

Mr. Bennett: Section 392, which is entirely new, covers cases of disobedience of 
the orders of the Board. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: That is a special order of the Board in connection with a 
specific thing, but here we are dealing with a breach of the regulations, and it is 
provided that when this regulation is broken there should be a penalty. 
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Mr. Macponett: In any case, I do not see the use of retaining in the subsection 
the words to which I have drawn attention. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What harm is done by their retention ? 

Mr. Macponeuu: It is provided that no such penalty should exceed $100. I would ~ 
leave that to the judgment of the Board. 

Mr. Srvcrair: The penalty is too small. 

Mr. Bewnerr: It is wholly inadequate. 

Mr. Jounson, K.C.: How is it when you read the subsection_along with the one 
to which Mr. Blair referred ? 

Mr. MacponreLt: In answer to that I would say the two sections are in direct con- 
flict. 

The CuarrMAN: What do you say as to section 445? 

Mr. Curyscer, K.C.: That only means that repeated offences increase the penalty. 

Mr. Bennett: Whereas the section we are considering gives the power to the 
Board to make orders and regulations and provide a penalty. 

Mr. Macponett: Yes. 

Mr. Bennett: There is a general provision, is there not, that the Board may pro- 
vide for penalties where not otherwise prescribed. It follows that you limit that power 
when you adopt a maximum of $100 whereas it might be $500. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You are giving the Board unlimited power. 

Mr. Bennett: Absolutely, except in this case, where you are limiting the power. 
This is not one of the class of cases which call for exceptional treatment, is it, Mr. 
Chrysler ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No. 

Mr. Bennett: The words had better be stricken out. 

Agreed that the words “ provided that no such penalty shall exceed $100” be struck 
out. 

Section adopted as amended. 


On Section 35, Jurisdiction of Board as to Agreements. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think we should strike out in the 42nd line the words, 
“Having regard to all the circumstances of the case.” It is bad draughtsmanship. 


Mr. Bennet?T: Yes. 
The amendment was made and section adopted, as amended. 


On Section 37, Exercise of Authority. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We should strike out the words “ under this Act,” and the 
words “in this Act.” 


The amendment made and section adopted as amended. 


J On Section 38, Governor in Council may refer to Board for Report. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: We should add after the words “special Act,” in the fourth 
line, the words, “or any other Act of the Parliament of Canada.” 


The amendment made and section adopted as amended. 


On Section 39, Works ordered by Board. 
On Section 40, Approval of certain works after construction. 


The CuairMan: Strike out, after the word “done” in the fourth line, the words, 
“before the 31st day of December, one thousand nine hundred and nine.” 


Amendment adopted. 


| 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: With the permission of the Committee I was going to ask 
why, if the Board is given power under this section to confirm the action of the com- 
pany with reference to work done before the passing of the Act, it should not also be 
given power to give approval, if the Board sees fit, to work done by the company, 
without the approval of the Board having first been obtained, say, five years after the 
Act is passed. Why should this section not apply to work done by the company one 
year after the passing of the Act? This section gives the Board power to condone 
the act of the company, by way of illustration, where the railway has put in a siding 
hurriedly, without first obtaining the approval of the Board, because they have not the 
time to do so. 

Mr. Bennett: I have always thought this was an exceedingly dangerous clause to 
have in an Act of Parliament. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It encourages the railways to go on and do the work and 
apply for approval of the Board afterwards. 


Mr. Bennett: “Whenever any such work has been done before the thirty-first day 
of December, one thousand nine hundred and nine”’; is it wise to have that here at all? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The Act requires that plans be filed for the approval of the 
Board before the work is done, but when there is no time to do that and the company 
goes on and does the work it takes the risk of getting the approval of the Board after- 
wards. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Is it not an invitation to the railways to do the work first, 
as has been suggested, and is not this section unnecessary? Does not Clause 34 give 
the Board power to make orders and regulations generally for carrying this Act into 
effect, and for exercising jurisdiction. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The situation is that if the work requires the approval of 
the Board the railway cannot proceed with it until the approval of the Board is 
obtained, and if it does so the Board has the power to make the railway take the work 
up again. 

Mr. Stnctair: What is the significance of this “ Special Act” as used in some of 
these sections? The language that has been used in the sections already passed by the 
Committee is “ this Act or the Special Act”, but here in this section it is proposed to 
omit the words “ Special Act,” what is the significance of the change in language? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There are other Acts of the Parliament of Canada which 
give jurisdiction in certain cases. 


Mr. Sryciair: Would the language it is proposed to use in this section include 
those special Acts? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Undoubtedly. 


_ Mr. Bennett: It seems to me that the words “this Act or any other Act of the 
Parliament of Canada” should come out, and that the section should read “ whenever 
any Act of the Parliament of Canada requires or directs, etc.” Does not that cover the 
case effectively ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think “any Act of the Parliament of Canada” covers it. 


Mr. Bennett: The words “by the Company” in the second line of the section 
should also come out. 


The CuamrMaNn: Section 40, as amended, reads :— 


“ Whenever any Act of the Parliament of Canada requires or directs that 
before the doing of any work the approval of the Board must be first obtained, 
and whenever any such work has been done without such approval the Board 
shall nevertheless have power to approve of the same and to impose any terms and 
conditions upon such company that may be thought proper in the premises.” 
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Is it the wish of the Committee that this section be concurred in? 


Section adopted as amended. 


On Section 41. 


When any work, act, matter or thing is, by any regulation, order or decision 
of the Board, required to be done, performed or completed within a specified time, 
the Board may, if the circumstances of the case in its opinion so require, upon 
notice and hearing or, in its discretion, upon ex parte application, extend the 
time so specified. 


Mr. Bennett: Mr. Lawrence, of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, men- 
tioned to me just now that in cases affecting the safety of employees this ex parte 
application might become very serious; in other words that there should not be any 
extension of time in which to put in safety appliances affecting human life without 
a hearing. Cases have arisen with respect to this. 

The CHarMAN: What suggestion has Mr. Lawrence to make in the way of amend- 
ment ? 

Mr. Lawrence: We suggest that all the words after “hearing” be struck out. 

Mr. Macponetit: There must be some provision for ex parte application. 

Mr. Bennett: The objection is this: a railway company may make an ea parte 
application to get something done which modifies an existing regulation regarding 
employees. Mr. Lawrence contends that the employees should be heard before the 
order is made. That is perfectly sound. But you cannot deprive the Board of the 
power of dealing ex parte with all matters, because something may arise over night, 
such as a storm. 

Mr. Lawrence: The Act should be amended so that in cases affecting safety ap- 
pliances a rehearing could be given. 

Mr. Bennett: It is. 

Mr. Lawrence: Orders of the Board have been passed, and application has been 
made by certain parties to have the time extended to carry out these orders. A date 
was stated in the order as to the time it should go into effect. Extensions have been 
granted without any rehearing of the parties interested. 

Mr. Bennett: I do not see why there should be a notice of rehearing when it is 
only an extension of time. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think you are restricting the power of the Board when 
you take away the ex parte application. r 

Mr. Brnnerr: Suppose we add the words “or upon the granting of any order upon 
an.ex parte application notice of the hearing shall be given.” i 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Surely the Board will carry that out. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Can you not trust the Board? 


Mr. Lawrence: I am not here to find any fault with the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners; they have done a valuable service to the railway employees. But there 
have been cases—I could mention three or four—where the matter affected employees 
and the Board granted extensions and did not even notify the employees so that they 
could attend ‘a rehearing. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What objection is there to Mr. Bennett’s amendment? 
__ Mr. Macpongtr: This section deals with multitudinous matters that may pos- 
sibly come before the Railway Commission. If “any work, act, matter or thing” has 
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- Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If they only give it for the length of time to give notice 
of hearing, you would not object to that, Mr. Lawrence? 


Mr. Lawrence: No, sir. 


Mr. Macponeti: I think special provisions should be made in the cases men- 
tioned. But in the case of matters that have nothing to do with employees the Rail- 
way Commission should in the public interest, have the discretion to extend orders 
upon ex parte application. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They only give the extension for the time being. 

Mr. Bennett: Provide that no ex parte orders shall be made for longer time 
than will enable a hearing to be made. You have already provided that the Board 
shall make an order, that it shall give notice to such persons as may be affected. 
In all hearings there are always two parties. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Or more. 


Mr. Bennett: Or more. If the ex parte order is made, should it not need the 
same provision as an ex parte injunction order, namely that it shall continue with the 
summons until the hearing shall be held. Is not that fair, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster: Yes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Suppose you draw up the clause, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Lawrence: In order to let you understand the case I will mention one 
particular instance. The Board made an order to equip all locomotives with 
dump ash pans and set a date when they were to be so equipped, and they were not to 
be kept in service after that date unless so equipped. The railway company asked 
to have an extension of time. The Board granted it, but the employees complained 
that the railway company were keeping engines in the service not properly equip- 
ped and tying up other engines that were equipped which could have been put in 
service. We objected and-were successful in having a rehearing, and after we had 
furnished information to the Board they passed an order that the railway company 
must take out all engines not properly equipped. Im that case there was no reason 
why, if the company could not equip its engines within the specified time, they could 
not have made an application to the Board far enough ahead to have had a rehearing 
before the time expired. There is no need of extending the time without a rehearing. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Of course, as Mr. Macdonell has said, there must be multi- 
tudinous cases where the railroad brotherhoods are not concerned at all. 

Mr. Macponetu: I quite agree with Mr. Lawrence that in a case of that kind 
provision should be made for a rehearing. But if amended as he suggested it would 
prevent the Railway Commissioners for ever from giving an ex parte decision. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Not under the amendment proposed. Only such time is 
allowed as will permit of notice being given where there is to be a rehearing. 

Mr. Lawrence: But in the case of equipping a locomotive with safety appliances, 
why should not time be given in connection without a rehearing when, if the railway 
company needs an extension, all it has to do is to make application to the Board suffi- 
ciently far ahead of the date on which the order calling for the equipment expires. 

The Cuarrman: There is no clause in the Bill covering that. 

Mr. Lawrence: No, sir, not that I know of. é 

Mr. BENNETT: Mr. Blair states that in thousands of cases coming before the Board 
there are only one or two in which the difficulty in question has arisen. Suppose the 
words be added: “but only for such period as will enable a further application to be 
heard for such extension, upon notice.” In other words, there are only a few ex parte 
cases in which the matter of the extension of time arises at all, and if a railway com- 


pany gets an ex parte order for three days, you gentlemen who represent the employees 
can well be here. 
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The Cuamman: Does that meet the case, Mr. Lawrence? 

Mr. Lawrence: It will be of assistance. 

Mr. W. L. Best: Might I say a word upon that point? I do not see any good 
reason why, in case of equipment, an extension should be given. My suggestion would 
be that you should adopt a proviso that “no such extension shall be granted ”— 

Mr. Macponeti: That is getting down to what I want. 

Mr. Best: When an order is made and the railway companies know that they. 
cannot get a locomotive equipped with, say, an ash pan, by a certain time, and they 
have had ample opportunity to make that fact clear to the authorities, why should they 
go to the Board and get an extension of time without due notice of the hearing to the 
representatives of all the employees affected? That is the only reason why the proviso 
suggested by Mr. Bennett would not quite cover the objections entertained by the 
men, many of whom have suffered positive injury from the lack of the equipment called 
for. 

Mr. Macponett: Here we are dealing with the operations of the Board ot 
Railway Commissioners in all its extensive field, and there should be a special pro- 
vision with regard to the equipment. 

Mr. Best: That is the reason I suggested the provision respecting equipment. 

Mr. Srnctam: What is equipment, is it rolling stock? 

Mr. Best: Equipment is rolling stock. 

The CuairmMan: Perhaps Mr. Lawrence and Mr. Best might confer with Mr. John- 
ston.and draft a suitable amendment for submission to the Committee to-morrow. 

Mr. Lawrence: We will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Srycram: Is it intended to have sittings of the Committee every day? 

The Cuamman: Yes. That is a very necessary procedure, when you consider 
that the most contentious sections of this Bill yet remain to be considered. We have 
been able as yet to deal with comparatively few sections. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Is it the desire of the Committee that Mr. Best’s suggestion 
be added? 

Mr. BENNETT: I doubt if it covers all the cases he has in mind, but he is the 
best to judge as to that. It strikes me you would still serve the best interests of every- 
body, including the very class he refers .to, if you provided that an ex parte order 
should only have force for the time needed to give notice. That would be three days 
here, and it might be five or six days in the West. These things arise very suddenly, 
and these people will violate the provisions and pay the penalty. 

The CHamman: Mr. Johnston will discuss it with the Commissioners, and Mr. 
Lawrence and Mr. Best. 


The Committee adjourned until to-morrow. 


a 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 
Room, 301, 
April 27, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 am. 


The CuairnMAN: Mr. Johnston has had under consideration the reconstruction 
of section 41. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: At the meeting of the committee yesterday, Messrs. Law- 
rence and Best, representing the Locomotive Engineers, thought there should be some 
addition to section 41, to provide that where the installation of any work for the 
safety of the public or the employees of a railway was ordered, no extension of time 
should be granted to the railway company without a hearing. I took the matter up 
with them yesterday in conjunction with Mr. Blair, counsel for the Railway Board, 
and Mr. Commissioner McLean, and we settled on a proviso, subject to the com- 
mittee’s approval. I now propose to add the following words to section 41:— 


“But where such regulation, order, or decision requires any work, matter 
or thing to be done for the safety of the public or the employees of the rail- 
* way, no extension shall be granted without a hearing on notice.” 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: That provision would not, in case of emergency, allow the 
Board to make an order until the time of the hearing. 

Mr. Carvett: This means that the railway company is ordered to do something 
and then when it wants an extension of time it cannot obtain it without notice. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: A railway company is ordered to do something for the 
safety of the public or of its employees. Very well, that company cannot get an 
extension of time witlout a hearing. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I do not think there is any hardship in that. If a railway 
company wants an extension it ought to ask for it in time. 

Mr. Carvett: You have got to assume that the Board of Railway Commissioners 
will make a reasonable order. 

Mr. Macponetui: This is only directed against an ex parte extension. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I thought yesterday that there should be power to make an 
ex parte order extending the time pending notice being giyen. Perhaps this will do, 
but I will have to submit it to the railway companies. 


Section adopted as amended. 


On section 42,—Employment of counsel in the public interest. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Supposing a private individual is concerned, or it may be a 
poor widow woman, because many of the latter class are affected where it is a case of 
a small crossing for cows. Would it not be possible for the Board to direct some 
person to appear for the party concerned? I suppose that would really be a private 
and not a public interest ? i 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The public interest does require that poor women should 
be considered. 
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Hon. Mr. Granam: Will the interpretation of the provision be strained in order 
to meet such a case? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I think the Board could direct Counsel to act and there 
would be no objection. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The chairman is always a lawyer, and I think he will take 
the aggrieved person’s part. 

Section agreed to. 


On section 43—Stated case for Supreme Court of Canada. 

The Cuamrman: Mr. Nesbitt, who is not able to be present this morning, has 
made the suggestion to strike out the words “ question of law or jurisdiction ” out of 
the section and “ questions of law arising thereon” out of paragraph 2. 

Hon. Mr. GrawamM: What are the reasons for making the change? 

The Cuamman: Mr. Nesbitt did not give me any particular reasons. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I understood when the Act creating the Railway Board was 
passed a special appeal was given only where a question of law was involved. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: That is to the Supreme Court on a question of law, but the 
right of appeal to the Governor in Council on other questions is also granted. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: There is an appeal to the Supreme Court by leave of the 
Board on a question of law. ‘Section 43' only provides for a stated case by the Board 
’ itself on its own motion. We will come to the other cases presently. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think it would facilitate matters if the section were 
allowed to stand until the committee comes to deal with the question of appeal in other 
eases. I think you will find that dealt with in section 52. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: They are divided into two classes; one class goes to the 
Governor in Council and the other to the Court. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes. 

The CuammMan: When the committee had it up for consideration they struck 
out, in subsection 2, the words “ or questions of law arising thereon.” It is suggested 
that we allow this section to stand. 

Section was allowed to stand. 


On section 49, subsection 2.—Order of the Board and rule of Court. 

Mr. Carvett: What jurisdiction have we to say that we will interfere with the 
constitution of the High Court of Ontario? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We are not interfering with the constitution of the > court. 
Are there not a great many statutes which do that? 

Mr. Carvett: I can quite understand that we have jurisdiction over the 
Exchequer Court but this section 49 says, “any decision or order made by the Board 
under this Act may be made a rule, order or decree of the Exchequer Court or of any 
Superior Court of any province of Canada.” What authority have we in Parliament 
here to interfere with the High Court of any province? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You are not interfering; you are providing that this order 
of the Board may be made a rule of Court. 

Mr. CarvetL: Have they not that power without any provision by us? 

Mr. Macponetu: It is merely permissive. 

Mr. Carvett: Then the High Court of the Province can do it themselves. 


Mr. Smvcuair: The language of that endorsement is indefinite. I do not know 
what it means. 


Cc 
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Mr. Macponeti: What does Mr. Blair say about that? 


Mr. Buarr: I have no special instructions in regard to that point. I know the 
section has worked out all right and there has been no trouble with the orders. 


Mr. Lemieux: Do you refer to rules of practice or decisions ? 


Mr. Buarr: The decisions or orders of the Board. Since the organization of the 
Board there have not been more than half a dozen eases. 


Mr. Carvetit: Has there ever been a case where you have sent an order of the 
Board down to the Supreme Court of a province and said to them, “ Please make this 
an order of your court” ? 


Mr. Bram: No, but there has been a case where they have applied to make a 
decision of the Board a rule of the Court of New Brunswick. 

Mr. Carvett: Did the Supreme Court act upon it? 

Mr. Buarr: No, because our chief thought it was not a proper case for the order 
to go. 

Mr. Lemieux: Give me a concrete case. What was the New Brunswick case to 
which you refer? 

Mr. Bram: That was a case where an application had been made for leave of the 
Board to prosecute an agent for false billing. The Board after hearing found that there 
had been certain irregularities or errors. They found there had been misrepresentation. 
The solicitors for the applicant on that decision applied to the Board for an order mak- 
ing their judgment or order a rule of the Supreme Court of the province. Judge 
Killam expressed the view that in the circumstances of the case the Board should not 
intervene and should not exercise any powers it had, but as a matter of fact there have 
been a few instances where the Board has granted orders under that section making the 
orders of the Board rules of the Exchequer Court. 

Mr. Carvett: That would be all right. 

Mr. Buar: That is the only application I remember. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Chrysler does not see any difficulty regarding it. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It has never been tried. There is a grave constitutional ques- 
tion in it, but some sort of an order of this kind is necessary. Supposing a fine is 
imposed by the Board, how are you going to collect*it? 

Mr. Carveti: Suppose we go to the High Court of Ontario and say, “ We want 
you to make this an order of your court to collect the fine,’ and they will not do it, 
what are you going to do about it? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not think the matter is as serious as Mr. Carvell 
makes out. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Do you think any court would refuse to take action? 


Mr. CarveLtt: Let me point out that the constitution of the Provincial Courts 
is not in the hands of Parliament but in the hands of the local Legislatures. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This Parliament has in many cases, I think, imposed duties 
upon the judges of the Superior Courts. 

Mr. Carvetit: That is no doubt true, this Parliament has imposed duties on 
Superior Court judges, but they cannot say what their duties shall be when sitting 
as judges of the Superior Court. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It seems to me this is not a serious matter; the provision 
has remained in the Act for some years. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: There is a very serious question involved, but I do not want 
to delay the business of the committee by arguing the matter. 

Section adopted. 
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Paragraph 5,—Optional with the Board to enforce its decision by its own 
action. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: How would the Board enforce an order by its own action? 
Suppose a fine were imposed and the Board should say, “ We will enforce the penalty 
ourselves” ? 

Mr. Carvett: The situation is worse than that. The Board says it will make 


the order on the High Court of Ontario, for example, and it will not ask the court, 


to enforce the order. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: I would like to know how this provision will work out. Have — 


we had any experience of its operation ? 
Mr. Jomnston, K.C.: Paragraph 5 is a new subsection. 


Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: Of course, any orders that have been enforced up to the 
present time have been enforced through the Exchequer Court. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: There is no question about our jurisdiction in the Ex- 
chequer Court. 


Hon. Mr. Grawam: How can the Board, without an order of the court enforce 
anything? I mean, how ean it enforce what is equivalent to the judgment. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It can tie up a railway and say: “ We won’t let you run 
again.” 

Mr. Macvonett: The Board has all kinds of powers. 

The Cuamman: Is it the wish of the committee to pass the section? 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I reserve my right to bring the matter up later. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: In framing the Railway Act creating the Railway Board, 
and in the adoption of the necessary amendments since, the Dominion Parliament 
has come closer to infringing provincial jurisdiction than in any other Act passed 
by it. So far the provinces have concurred in what was done in order, no doubt, 
that the intention of the Act might be better carried out. J suppose that will be the 
excuse for the adoption of this section. Working it out, I do not suppose anything 
will happen, but if some person did object there might be serious consequences. 


Mr. Carveti: I am not going to ask the committee to vote on this subject, and 
if it is the wish of members that the section should go through, I do not desire to 
be obstinate, but in my opinion it is all nonsense so far as the Provincial Courts are 
concerned. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Suppose this Parliament enacted that any judgment or 
order of the Supreme Court of Canada could be made a rule of Court of the Sup- 
erior Court of the Province of Ontario? 

Mr. CarveLtt: Could be, that is all right. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Why not the same with the Railway Board? 


Mr. Carvety: But you leave it then to the discretion of the High Court of 
Cntario whether they adopt it or not. If they do, it is all right, but in this case 
we are taking power that a creature of this Parliament can pass a decree and then 
simply say that tpso facto it becomes a rule of the Supreme Court of Ontario and 
the Supreme Court must enforce it, and if they won’t enforce it we will enforce it 
ourselves. That is entirely in violation of Provincial rights. 


Mr. Buatr: Is this not necessarily incidental and ancilary to the powers which 
the Board exercises in its control over the railways. 


Mr. Carvert: This Parliament did not create the Supreme Court of ae 
Brunswick, for example. 


Mr. Bua: But this Parliament gave the Board supreme control of railways. 


~<a 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Take the Bankruptcy Act. All the courts are the 
medium for making orders in bankruptcy and carrying them out. 

Mr. Carvett: That is because of the provisions of the British North America 
Act. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: So with the Railway. 

Mr. Carvett: Suppose the Provincial Courts would not adopt what this Parlia- 
ment said, that is the trouble. I admit that if the Provincial Courts adopt this of 
their own motion and say, “ We will make this a rule of our Court,” it is all right. 
But you are pretending to say that you are compelling a provincial court to adopt it, 
and then if it will not enforce it you will enforce the order yourselves. 

Mr. Macponett: It is the same under the Winding-up Act. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It seems to me to be a similar case. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I reserve my right to vote against this section. 

Mr. Carvett: I reserve the right also. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I hope this section is all right, but it seems to me that we 
are obtruding into provincial jurisdiction. 

Section adopted. 


On section 50,—Calling for notice in Canada Gazette. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Why is that notice required? Is it required to comply 
with some local machinery or is it intended to give notice? If the latter, it does 
not give notice. 

Mr. Caryett: It only means that if this is done and it is necessary to prove it in 
Court you can produce a copy of the Canada Gazette to prove that it was done, and 
meet the requirements of the court. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: It is purely technical because the Canada Gazette does not 
give notice to any person. 


On section 52, subsection 3—“ Appeal to Supreme Court by leave of Board.” 

The Cuairnman: Mr. Nesbitt has asked that in subsection 3 we strike out the 
words, “or a question of jurisdiction or both.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Committee will see that section 48 provides for the Board 
itself stating a case for the opinion of the Supreme Court of Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: It was formerly “on a question of law.’ Now you have 
added the question of jurisdiction. 

Mr: Jounson, K.C.: It is to make it clear that if the Board has doubt of its 
jurisdiction it shall ask the opinion of the-Supreme Court. 

Mr. Carvetn: On what grounds has Mr. Nesbitt made the request that these 
words should be struck out? 

The CuHarrMan: I could not say, but he had to be away to-day, and this is the 
only note he had with regard to any clauses which might come up in the next two or 
three days. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Fairweather says that the chairman has misappre- 
hended Mr. Nesbitt’s position. He says the chairman is under the impression that 
the words “or questions of law arising thereon” in the second paragraph of section 
43, were the words that should be struck out. 

The Cuarman: In both places. 

Mr. Carvett: If they have a doubt as to their jurisdiction they should have the 
right to submit the question to the Supreme Court. 
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The Cuamman: The words “question of law or jurisdiction” appear in section 
43 and section 52, and he desires that they should be struck out. He asks that in 
subsection 2 of clause 42 the words “or questions of law arising thereon” should be 
struck out. I think those words were struck out by the committee. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I think the section 43 should read just as it is, except that 
the last words should be, “or of the jurisdiction of the Board,” instead of “or of 
jurisdiction.” 

Mr. Carveti: That makes it a little plainer. 

Amendment adopted. ; 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In subsection 2, I think the words “or questions of law 
arising thereon” should be struck out. Then it will not matter whether it is a ques- 
tion of law or jurisdiction. 


Amendment adopted. 


The section as amended was adopted. 

On section 52, subsection 1—Governor in Council may vary or rescind. 

Mr. Macpone.ti: General Biggar wants to say something to the committee. 

The CHamman: The committee will hear General Biggar. 

General Biccar: I was asked by the Deputy Minister to inquire whether there 
was such a radical change from the previous clause as has been suggested. In the 
previous clause the words “ any time” are used. When this is narrowed down to one 
month, the Deputy Minister feels that decisions of the Board may be given affecting 
our department very seriously, which we might not have notice of within one month, 
or which might not be brought to our attention. In the previous clause the words 
are “may at any time” and now it is narrowed down to one month. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The intention of the draftsman in this clause is apparently 
to provide for three cases: the first is the case of the petition upon which the 
Governor in Council may act. That petition may be made within one month, or it 
may be made within such extended time as the Board may allow, and the third case 
is that the Governor in Council may at any time without petition vary the order of | 
the Board. 

Mr. Curyster; K.C.: Supposing there is a position would that last alternative 
apply? Can they at any time hear a petition after a month? 

Mr. Sinciamr: There should be some finality to it. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I agree with General Biggar. I think the clause should 
stay as it was. I see no advantage in curtailing time. When you consider the body 
you are appealing to, the Governor in Council, it seems to me it is not a case for 
limiting the time at all. Why should the Board limit the time for appealing to the 
Governor in Council? 

The Cuamman: J think I should place on the record a letter from General Fiset, 
which General Biggar has been good enough to call to my attention. He says :— 


“DEPARTMENT OF MiniTIA AND DEFENCE, 
“Orrawa, April 13, 1917. 
“Mr. J. E. Armstrone, 
Chairman Railway Committee, 
Museum, Ottawa, Ont. 

“Smr,—With regard to the revision of the Railway Act now under consider- 
ation. 

“A review of the proposed legislation has been made, and I wish to express 
my approval of clauses Nos. 350 and 460, as contained in the draft of the Act. 


“‘~= 
ne 
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“Clause No. 52, subsection No. 1, provides that appeals from the Board’s 
orders must be made within one month, otherwise the right is lost except in 
special circumstances and by permission of ‘the Board. There is no time limit 
in the present Act, and it is thought that at least three months should be 
allowed. 

I have the honour to be, sir, 
“Your obedient servant, 
“HUG. FISET, Surgeon General. 
“ Deputy Minister Militia and Defence.” 


Mr. Macponeri: I desire to point out that section 56 of the Act, which is the 
old section corresponding to the section under discussion, reads as follows:— 


“The Governor in Council may at any time in his discretion,” ete. 


So that the old law was emphatic and plain. One can understand a case where 
it may be six months before knowledge of an act of the Railway Board may come to 
the knowledge of a person affected, and it seems no reasonable ground why there 
should be any limit put upon it. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The Governor in Council certainly should not interfere 
unless there were some grave reason for interference. I know that in one appeal which 
came before the Governor in Council with reference to the water front at the town of 
Westminster, the encroachment which was alleged by one railway against another in 
that case, did not occur until some months after the work had been undertaken. 

Mr. Macponeti: In such a case you would not know what had happened until 
you saw the work that had been done. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: In this case not until the year after. 
Mr. Macponett: No harm would be done in leaving the matter wide open. 


Hon. Mr. GrawaM: Is it not a question of appealing to a court, which would be 
different, but of appealing to the Governor im Council who really represents the people. 
I do not think we should restrict in this Act even the power of the Governor in Council. 
I know that in the city of Ottawa, where it was a question of running C.P.R. trains 
into Union Station, had the period been limited to one month the appeal would never 
have been heard. Take the case suggested by Mr. Lawrence, where a Labour Union 
has a grievance of some kind against a railway company, and the Board gives a decision. 
If the Union were compelled within thirty days to get up a petition and start all the 
machinery of their organization at work, it could not be done. I do not think we should 
restrict the power of the Governor in Council to hear appeals. 

-Mr. Macponetzi: At any time. 

Mr. Carvett: Look at the other side for a moment: We have created the Rail- 
way Board and I do not think there has been any institution in Canada in my day which 
has given as much satisfaction, or whose decisions are as thoroughly and uniformly 
accepted all over Canada. The best evidence is that at every session of Parliament 
since I have been coming here, we have conferred greater jurisdiction upon them and 
thrown more business into their hands. Now, if that be the case, why should they not 
be treated as a court? Why should we give any rights to the Governor in Council at 
the expense of the Board? Why not regard the Board as a court and let people accept 
their decisions. JI cannot imagine the Board accepting a pla and then when their 
work is completed and it is shown that greater damage has been done than was origin- 
ally thought likely, I cannot imagine the Board acting otherwise than justly. Why 
take away powers from a body that is judicial and confer them on a body which is 
political? The committee would do well to pause before adopting the section; in fact, 
I would like to see it cut out altogether. I would like to have the Railway Board 
regarded as a court and their decisions accepted as final. 
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Hon. Mr. Granam: My idea was to keep the Railway Board as free as possible 
from technicalities or red tape, and to regard it as a sort of rough and ready court 
divested of the paraphernalia of a court. 

Mr. Carvett: But suppose that by rough and ready methods they arrive at a 
decision, do you want to interfere with that decision? 

Hon. Mr. Granam: I am not strongly objecting to the abolition of appeals, I am 
ready to discuss that, but if you have an appeal to the Governor in Council do not 
limit it. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: As a matter of fact there cannot be an appeal to the 
Goyernor in Council on a question of law. 

Mr. Srtnciair: Are the appeals frequent? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Not when you consider the number of judgments rendered. 

The CHatmMan: What shall we do with this section, gentlemen ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It would be better to word the section as it was. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Strike out all the words underlined in red ink, reading 
“within one month after the making of the order, decision, rule or regulation, or 
within such further time as the Board under special circumstances may allow, or of 
his own motion.” 


Section adopted as amended. 


On paragraph 2 of section 52,—Appeal to Supreme Court as to jurisdiction by 
leave of the judge. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That deals with appeals upon the question of jurisdiction, 
and in that case leave must be granted by a judge of the Superior Court. When the 
appeal is taken on a question of law, leave must be obtained from the Board. The 
language of paragraph 3 and that of the one following, should, it seems to me, be 
co-ordinated. Paragraph 3 speaks of “ obtaining leave,” and it seems to me that is 
the proper phrase. ‘‘Allowing” an appeal may mean “granting” it. I would suggest 
that paragraph 2 should read “an appeal shall be from the Board to the Supreme 
Court of Canada upon a question of jurisdiction, upon leave therefor being obtained 
from a judge of the said court,” ete. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You have to get the order within one month. You may 
have a difficulty in getting an order during vacation, if your month runs from the 
time you make the application. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That would impose no limit of time for making the appli- 
cation. That would not do, would it? 


Mr. Oarveut: No. 
Hon. Mr. Granwam: You might as well have no time limit at all. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It should be such time as the judge may allow. Perhaps 
the proper thing to do is to file your security within a month. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It says, “upon leave being obtained.” I think that language 
should be carried into subsection 2. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: We might have that redrafted and presented to us again. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We might make it read “upon leave therefor having been 
first obtained from the Board.” 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I think the question whether there should be an appeal or 
not should be left to the Supreme Court, because each court is apt to feel that it is 
infallible. I think there should be an appeal on a question of law. 
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Hon. Mr. Granam: That is theoretically correct, but in the working out of the 
findings of the Board of Railway Commissioners no practical difficulty has resulted. 
They have given leave in every reasonable case. 


Mr. Carver: And the idea of the creation of the Railway Board was to settle 
railway matters by that Board and to discourage appeals. The chairman must be 
a barrister of ten years’ standing. 


Hon. Mr. Lemmux: I remember there was great objection to the multiplicity 
of appeals which had existed previously under the old regime, and the object of the 
appointment of the Board was to expedite matters and to cut short appeals. The 
Board is always presided over by a Judge or a man of great legal ability, and 
Parliament which creates that Board, representing public opinion, has decided that 
appeals on ordinary controversies should be discouraged. 


Mr. Carvery: I. would rather take the finding of the Railway Board on a 
question of law than the finding of any Court in Canada, because they are supposed 
to be especially expert on the questions which come before them. ‘The Chief Com- 
missioner must be a lawyer. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: The Chief Commissioner might be over-ruled by the other 
members of the Board. 


Mr. Carvett: He cannot be over-ruled by the other members of the Board 
on a question of law. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is no doubt the statute recognizes the Railway 
Board as a unique court. 7 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: It was tried at first as an experiment and it was found to be 
a success. The people get speedy and cheap judgment. Every power which ean 
be thought of is given to them. 

Mr. CarvetL: The first time I went before them I got a decision before I knew 
I was in court. 


Mr. Buatr: I have a record made up of the last three years. In no case has 
an appeal been refused by the Board, and in these last three years there were eleven 
applications in all. So far as we have any record, no application for leave to appeal 
has ever been refused by the Board. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Regarding subsection 3, Sir Henry Drayton thinks it 
should be left exactly as it was before, and that the words, “or a question of juris- 
diction or both,” which you see interlined in red ink, should be omitted. In other 
words, he thinks the right of the Board to allow an appeal should be limited to 
questions of law, and the Judge of the Supreme Court should give leave to appeal 
on questions of jurisdiction; otherwise there might be a conflict. 


The CHamMAN: That is the point made by Mr. Nesbitt. 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I think the law as it stands here is right. Nearly every 
question of jurisdiction is a question of law. When we get to the Supreme Court, 
we find them asking us, “Is that a question of law or a question of jurisdiction?” 
It is the same thing in another form, and in many cases we get leave from both 
tribunals, for fear we would be thrown out. We might get leave from the Board 
on a question of jurisdiction, and the Supreme Court would say, “That is a question 
of law.” That was the cause of some uncertainty and trouble. If the words were 
added here giving the Board power to grant leave to appeal on the question of law 
or jurisdiction, or both, just as it stands, we would not require to ask leave from 
both places. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: There should be no conflict. Supposing the Board grants 
it, there is no question about it and there should be no conflict. The application may 
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be made to the Board if it is left as it stands, and if the party wishes, he can still 
apply to the Supreme Court for leave. 
The Carman: Then the section will be carried with these words retained. 


Section adopted. 


On section 52, subsection 4—Entry of applications. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This section is not new. 

Mr. Curyster: The time should be sixty days. That is the time for ordinary 
appeals to the Supreme Court. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Can that be done in vacation just as well? 

Mr. Carvetn: You have thirty days after you obtain your leave. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: The offices of the court are always open. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: The entering of the case here means allowing your security 
and that may not be done in the absence of the judge. Approving of the bond con- 
stitutes part of entering the case. ‘ 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: Have you not some provision in the Supreme Court Act 
that in vacation the time does not count? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, it counts. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: This might restrict you in entering the case. If it were in 
vacation you might not be able to enter it. 

Mr. Sincuam: How much time do you want? 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Sixty days. 

Mr. Carvett: That is all right. 

The Cuairman: Then the words “thirty days” will be changed to “sixty days.” 

The subsection was amended accordingly. 


On subsection 5, security for costs; notice of appeal. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: That will mean the secretary of the Board, without any 
further designation. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, secretary means secretary of the Board. 

Subsection adopted. 


On section 55,—Service of summons on companies by delivering to company’s 
agent, or at his residence, or to any person in his employ, or by mailing at any 
time during the same day by registered letter. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Does any question arise as to what constitutes the day? 

Mr. Carvett: No. You have until the 27th day of the month to make service. 
When you go to the company’s office or the agent’s residence. If you are unable to 
find any body in during that day you go to the post office and register your letter 
and get your receipt. That constitutes service. 

Hon. Mr. GRAHAM But suppose the man cannot be reached at his place of 
business or residence, and the post office is closed, you cannot perform the service 
then by registered letter. 

Mr. CarvELL: Then it is your misfortune. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: You go next day. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: But suppose a man were deliberately avoiding service, is 
there not some other method by which service could be made? If you prescribe 
that it must be by registered letter, failing the other methods, you may absolutely 
preclude the man who is serving from getting in his notice. 
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Hon. Mr. Puastry: The person required to make the notice could go to the 
Board and say that he could not make the service in the method prescribed in the 
section or by registered letter, and would therefore ask that it be made a matter of 
special service, which request the Board could grant under this section. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: I have known persons to deliberately keep out of the way 
so as to avoid service. In one instance where I was making service I had to put 
the notice on the table of the person’s dwelling, and that is not a mythical case. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You got your notice served, anyway. 

Hon. Mr. GraHam: Yes, because I was persistent. I would not provide that a 
registered letter should be mailed, but I would say that the notice should be mailed 
and that the person doing so should make an aflidavit as to what he had done. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That would involve more trouble than registering a letter 
and taking a receipt. 

Mr. Carvetit: It does not seem fair that a corporation or anybody else should 
be bound by what a man says he did when the official record can be got. It is 
becoming a very common practice in the courts to provide for service by mail, but 
it must invariably be a registered letter, because then it is quite easy to refer to the 
record and ascertain whether the proper procedure was carried out. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The old form was much simpler. The section in its 
present form is complicated and should be reconsidered. 

Mr. Carvett: You must reserve the right of service in some way. There must 
be service. I should like to have the opinion of Messrs. Chrysler and Johnston on 
the suggestion that you have the right to mail this letter either that day or the next 
day following, adopting the principle of the mailing of notice—— 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: During the same day or the next following day? 

Hon. Mr. GranamM: That would cover my objection. 

Mr. McGivern: A registered letter. 

Mr. Carvetu: I think it should be a registered letter. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: During the next day or the next day following. 


The amendment was adopted. 


On paragraph “b,” of section 55—Service on Railway Companies. 
Hon. Mr. Granam: Any change in this? 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Originally the section read, “ head or any principal office.” ; 
and then an amendment was made making it read “ principal office.” It was changed 
again and made to read “head or any principal office.” That is exactly as it was in 
the Act of 1906. 


Paragraph adopted. 


On paragraph “f”—Order for service by publication. 


Hon. Mr. GranamM: Should we not have some words here to locate the newspaper? 
Say the nearest newspaper to the parties affected. These parties might live in Prince 


Edward Island, and under this section you might print it in a newspaper in the 
Yukon. 


Mr. Curyster: Does it not say, “newspaper as directed by the Board”? 


Hon. Mr. Granam: You should make it clear that the newspaper must be desig- 
nated by the minister or the Board. 


Mr. Carve: I think it is clear. 
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Hon. Mr. Puastry: Before you pass this should you not make a change in “b” 


and “c.’ These paragraphs refer to subsection 1, and there is no subsection. They 
never number the first subsection and this is really the first subsection. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Better strike out the words of this subsection. 


Amendment adopted. 


On section 59,—Hx parte applications. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This section will have to be prefaced by the words, “except 
as herein otherwise provided.” 

Section as amended adopted. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: It seems hardly necessary, Mr. Chairman, that you should 
read over the sections where the language is the same as in the old Act and which 
deal with purely formal matters. Why not in such cases simply read the designation 
alongside the clause. 

The CHamman: I shall be very glad to do so if it is the wish of the committee. 
Henceforward I shall follow that procedure except in regard to clauses containing 
interlineations in red ink indicating a change in wording. 


On paragraph 3 of section 68,—Certificate that no order or no regulation made. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Scott made a suggestion at one of the earlier meetings 
to substitute the following for the present paragraph 3:— 


“A certificate by the secretary, sealed with the seal of the Board, shall be 
prima facie evidence of the fact therein stated without proof of the signature 
of the same.” 

Mr. W. L. Scorr: The committee were discussing the assistant secretaries the 
other day, and as they also issue these certificates perhaps the words “or assistant 
secretaries” should be added. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We do not expressly provide for assistant secretaries in 
the Act. The language used is that the Board may appoint “such officers, clerks, 
stenographers, and messengers.” 

Mr. Scorr: Very well; I am quite satisfied. 

Hon. Mr. Pucsiey: In subsection 8 of section 68 you say, “By the secretary.” 
You have to prove it is his certificate. How would it do to make it read “ certificate 
purporting to be signed by the secretary” ? 

Amendment adopted. 


Section adopted as amended. 


The committee adjourned till 11 o’clock to-morrow. 


— ee 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Hovuss or Commons, OrTawa, 
CommitTEE Room 303. 
April 28, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 a.m. 


The Cuairman: Mr. Johnston, K.C., asks us to turn back to clause 46, and also 
clause 49, and to strike out the words “under this Act” in the first and second lines of 
each clause in order to conform with a suggestion by Mr. Bennett. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: And with the provisions and alterations which we have 
made throoughout the Bill. Mr. Bennett pointed out the other day that there are 
other Acts than this which give the Board power. 


Suggestion concurred in and clauses amended accordingly. 


On clause 72,— 
Mr. Carvett: Had we not better go on with the other clauses? 


Mr. Bennett: Of course this section has no place at all in this Act, but it is 
there. 


On section 74,—“Provisional Directors”. 


Mr. Bennett: There should be added there some provision with regard to 
directors signing documents and papers. Do you remember, Mr. Chrysler, there 
Was a case which arose where a man died and there was some difficulty. 

Mr. Curyster: ‘There are a number of difficulties, but I think this covers all 
that it is required to cover. 


Section concurred in. 


On clause 78,—“Increase of Capital Stock”. 


Mr. Bennett: Here are a number of sections that should be more carefully 
considered to cover a case which we know happened the other day in British 
Columbia, where they put in money with the one hand and took it out with the 
other. Sections 76 and 77 permit the abuse by promoters, subscriptions being taken, 
and a certain percentage being paid in accordance with the requirements of the Act 
and then being paid out again under the special Act. Cannot something be done to 
remedy that difficulty ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not know what can be done—I understand the in- 
tention of section 74 is to provide for the opening of stock-books, and the procuring 
of subscriptions, the payments of 25 per cent on account of the stock subscribed, 
but the moneys which must be deposited in the chartered bank can only be paid out 
when the organization is completed, and then you have a Board of Directors who 
are supposed to be responsible for the expenditure. I do not know whether that is 
sufficient check, but that is the Act, as it stands now. 


Mr. Bennett: As soon as the organization is completed, the moneys raised on 


the capital stock shall be applied in the first place to the payment of the cost of 
procuring a special Act, surveys, etc., and the remainder of the moneys shall be 
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applied to the making, equipping, completing and maintaining of the undertaking ; 
that is the provision of the Act, but it is not what happens in practice. I mention 
the difficulty in order that something might be done to prevent that practice. 

Mr. Carveti: I have always had the idea that in some way the practice of pro- 
moters of railway companies in this respect should be checked. I have known of 
cases where companies have been organized with a very small capital, and as soon as 
organized have applied to the Governor in Council for an increase in the capital 
stock to a very much larger amount than that originally provided. I would like to 
see something done if possible that would make the people who undertake the organ- 
ization of a new railway company actually put a substantial amount of money into the 
undertaking themselves. How many times have those of us who have been in Parlia- 
ment for some years, found people coming here getting charters, with only a very 
small amount of money actually invested, in the undertaking, and then offering those 
charters to one company or to another company, bartering them around. 

Mr. Bennett: I think these three sections might be allowed to stand over for 
further consideration, in the interim. 

Mr. Carvett: I would like some time to think it over. 

Sections 76, 77, 78, stand for further consideration. 


On section 85, transmission of stock otherwise than by transfer. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: I have a letter from the Canadian Northern Railway this 
morning in reference to section 80. They want something considered in connection 
with that section and section 146. If the committee will allow me to return to it, 1 
will not say anything about it just now. It is some technical question regarding the 
transfer of shares that they want provided for. 

Mr. Bennett: In connection with the English register? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The letter speaks of bonds, debentures and shares. 

Mr. Bennett: Share warrants. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Will you allow me to refer to it again in connection with 
section 146? 

The Cuamman: All right. : 


On section 90,—Certificate of treasurer to constitute title. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Have all the railway companies a treasurer, Mr. Chrysler? 
Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: I think so. In every case I think it is a separate office. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The word “treasurer” is used throughout the Act, but 
there is no express clause declaring that there must be a treasurer. 

Mr. Bennett: There would be no complete organization without a treasurer 
under the Railway Act. 

Mr. Carvett: They could not handle the shares or transfers without a treasurer. 


On section 92,—Shareholders may advance. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is a rather extraordinary clause, but it has been in the 
Act since the Act was originally drawn. It is contrary to the general rule that no 
dividends shall be declared except out of profits. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Is it not proper that that should be? They should not de- 
clare dividends unless they earn them. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Here they allow them to pay interest on principal paid. 

Mr. Bennett: Not out of capital. Subsection 3 provides “such interest shall not 
be paid out of the capital subscribed.” That covers your point. 
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On section 95,—All shareholders in the company, whether British subjects or 
aliens, or residents in Canada or elsewhere shall have equal rights to hold stock in 
the company, and to vote on the same, and, subject as herein provided, shall be elig- 
ible to office in the company. 


Mr. Bennett: This is a section that will require some further consideration 
having regard to what has arisen since the war. 


Mr. Carve: I have an idea that this section is all right. It will be the here- 
inafter sections that may require consideration because the section says: “ subject 
as herein provided.” There is a provision somewhere that the majority of the stock- 
holders must be British subjects. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The majority of directors. 


Mr. Bennett: There is no reason why we should not say that aliens might well 
be shareholders, but I think with regard to preceding sections we should make some 
provision that no transfer of such shares should be operated when we are at war with 
any such aliens. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They cannot transfer in war time. 


Mr. Bennetr: While the War Measures Act prevents it, nevertheless, under the 
New York register it could be done. The sale of shares on the New York Stock Ex- 
change, and the keeping of a register in New York by which transfers can be effected 
is not controlled by our War Measures Act. It is a complicated question and one 
about which I do not express any decided opinion. 


Mr. Carvetu: I would like to know why it is necessary, if I want to register the 
transfer of shares in the C.P.R., I have to go to New York? 


Mr. Bennett: You could do it in Montreal. There are three places where that 
can be done. 
Mr. Carveti: I have had to do it in New York. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Because your stotk happened to be on the New York register. 


Mr. Bennetr: The moment the property became listed on the New York Stock 
Exchange the necessity for keeping the New York register arose, owing to its being 
an international market, and the same applies to London. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No doubt there is also a rule of the New York Stock Ex- 
change to that effect. 

Mr. Carveti: I do not see why, if I am transferring stock in Canada, I have to 
go to New York to do it. 

Mr. Bennett: The reason is because that stock is on that register. You could 
have it put on the Montreal register and the company would be better pleased if that 
were done. 

The CHamman: Might I suggest that, as Mr. Bennett and Mr. Carvell are meeting 
to consider a certain clause, that they also ask Mr. Johnston to meet with them to 
consider the advisability of amending the clause now under discussion. 


Mr. Bennett: That alien question might well be considered. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Fairweather points out that section 107 provides that a 
majority of the directors shall be British subjects only when a company is receiving 
aid from the Government of Canada. 

The CHARMAN: Is it the wish that the gentlemen named and Mr. Fairweather 
shall meet and submit a recommendation to the committee covering this subject? It 
is understood that clause 95 stands. 


Mr. Carveii: No, it passes. 
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On section 105,—President and Directors: chosen at annual meeting. 

Mr. Bennett: All the directors are not now chosen at the annual meeting. There 
has been a change in the plan, to elect a given number every year, rather than the 
whole directorate, and that clause is not broad enough to cover that case. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is covered by the clause which says that unless the 
special Act otherwise provides, this shall govern. It must be under some special 
legislation applicable to that particular company, which will apply in spite of this. 


The section was adopted. 


On section 107, subsection 2,—Disability of officers, contractors, and sureties. 


Mr. Bennett: There are directors of railway companies who hold offices of emolu- 
ment. Is that under special Act? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.; There must be a special clause in the Act permitting it. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I suppose if the railway companies are not objecting to this 
clause it is all right. I suppose you would know if they were objecting, Mr. Bennett? 

Mr. Bennett: Yes. There is a provision in the C.P.R. Special Act dealing with * 
this case. That is how Mr. Bury is a director, and that is how under the Grand Trunk 
Act the same condition prevails. 

I was going to ask whether we should have a majority of British subjects in 
any event on the railways in Canada. 


Mr. Carvetn: Have proposals been made to the Minister of Railways that the 
majority of these directors should not only be British subjects, but residents of 
Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Cochrane: The question never arose. 


Mr. Bennett: It did not arise in Parliament with respect to the administration 
of the affairs of the Grand Trunk, the majority of whose directors reside in London, 
and it was decided that it was impracticable to limit them to residents in Canada, 
having regard for that road. 


Mr. Carvett: It was the Grand Trunk situation I had in mind when I 
raised the question, because I think the Grand Trunk has suffered largely owing to 
the English directorate. Those directors do not know our local conditions, al- 
though they were dealing with the road as best they knew how from their standpoint. 
Since the management of the Grand Trunk has been placed in the hands of people 
residing here, I think we have had a very much better condition of things, and I 
do not know whether it would be worth while considering the proposition that a 
majority of these people shall be residents of Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think it would be all right for a new road, but it 
would be a difficult proposition for the Grand Trunk. 

Mr. Bennett: You could not dp it. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The mass of the Grand Trunk capital is held in Great 
Britain. : 

Mr. Bennerr: There is not a million dollars Grand Trunk capital held on 
this side of the Atlantic, in the United States and Canada. 


Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: It would be unfair to impose that provision on the 
Grand Trunk. 


Mr. Brapsgury: Is there any good reason why any other than British subjects 
should be allowed to hold stock in those companies ? 


The CHamMaNn: That is the point we are discussing. 
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Mr. CarveLL: We were considering whether the stockholders should be residents 
of Canada. 


Mr. Brapsury: The majority of directors should be British subjects. 


Mr. Bennett: I think we should stirke out in sub-section 3 of section 107, 
all the words down to “Parliament of Canada”, and make it read, “a majority of 
the directors shall be British subjects”. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: A majority might be enough. 


Mr. Bennett: Would any great injustice be done if that section were made 
to read, “a majority of the directors must be British subjects’? The majority 
which controls the enterprise should be British subjects. That is the result of the 
experience in this war. 


Hon. Mr. Lemirux: I think it would be a good thing and could do no harm. 
If it worked an injustice in regard to any company you could always provide for it. 

Mr. Bennett: I move that we strike out the first three lines of sub-section 3, 
to the word “Canada” and make the clause read, “a majority of the directors shall 
be British subjects”. 

Mr. Carvetu: I second that motion. 

The amendment was adopted. 


The section as amended was adopted. 

On section 111.—Election of President and Vice President; duties. 

Mr. Carvett: There must be some change in this. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not think that section is very apt. 

Mr. Bennett: I would suggest that you add a fifth paragraph to the section to 
provide what the Canadian Pacific now has power to do. That is, to create vice- 
presidents who are not directors. For example, vice-president in charge of traffic, 
vice-presidents in charge of other branches, and so on. That is the American practice 
at the present time with relation to all railways in the United States. 

Hon. M. Lemieux: Are you sure that their vice-presidents are not directors? 

Mr. Bennett: There is a special provision in the Canadian Pacific Act of a few 
years ago with regard to that. 

Hon. Mr. Lemreux: Messrs. Boswell, Beatty and Creelman were directors. 

Mr. Bennett: As a matter of fact a special provision was inserted in the Canadian 
Pacifie Railway Act by which a vice-president need not be a director in the company. 
Mr. Bury was a vice-president before he was a director and came under the operation 
of this legislation. The whole operation of the Pennsylvania system in the United 
States is based upon the assumption that each department is in charge of a vice- 
president. The same provision could be made here, in a paragraph to be known as 
No. 5, as is contained in the Canadian Pacific Special Act with relation to vice- 
presidents. It would not do any harm and it may be beneficial. 

The Cuamman: Is it the wish of the committee that these words should be added. 

Mr. Bennett: The special paragraph would have to be drafted and added as No. 5. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Is it intended that when such a vice-president, who is not a 
director, is appointed, he shall have the powers conferred upon him that are conferred 
upon vice-presidents by this section? 

Mr. Bennett: Of course not. That is why I am asking for a special provision 
to be made, as contained in the Canadian Pacific Special Act, in another paragraph. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is all a question of names. 

Mr. Bennett: Absolutely. 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Would it not be better for each railway company to ask for 
amendments to its charter if it wants such power. To add a paragraph as suggested 
by Mr. Bennett is going to complicate this section very much. This deals with giving 
vice-presidents power to preside at meetings. 

Mr. Bennett: Only if they are directors of the company. My point is that it 
might be well also to provide for the appointment of vice-presidents, the same as the 
Canadian Pacific is now doing, who need not be directors at all. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You would also have to enact that such vice-presidents 
should not have the power conferred by this section upon vice-presidents who are 
directors. This section will require a few changes. The first paragraph is all right, 
but the words “one or more” are added merely to make plurality amongst the vice- 
presidents possible. The second paragraph is all right. The third paragraph provides 
that in the absence of the president, the vice-president or one of the vice-presidents, 
according to such priority as may be prescribed by by-law or determined by the 
directors, shall act as chairman. I would suggest in lieu of that, the paragraph should 
read as follows :— 


“Tn the absence of the president, a vice-president shall act as chairman.” 


I do not think there is any necessity for enacting that there must be by-laws 
establishing priority, that is clumsy. 

Mr. Carvett: If you thought it necessary to give the senior vice-president the 
right to preside you could put that in. 


Mr. Jonuston, K.C.: As a matter of fact I understand there is no priority 
amongst the C.P.R. vice-presidents. 


Mr. Bennett: They rank in the hght of the date of their appointment as 
directors. Outside of those who are vice-presidents and not directors they rank on 
the basis of seniority, as you will observe from their last published annual statement. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: These officials are named first and second, are they not? 

Mr. Bennett: They used to be, but a change has been made under which they 
are designated “vice-president of traffic”, and so on. 

Mr. Carvett: As a fact, are there not more than one actual vice-president in the 
directorate? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, but I am assured there is no priority so far as 
vice-presidents are concerned. 

Mr. Brennert: But the third paragraph is drawn especially in the terms it is, to 
meet a special case according as the by-law may prescribe. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The company may not desire to establish priorities. 

Mr. Bennett: They do not have to. 

Mr. Carvett: Evidently the draftsman of this section had that in mind. If you 


want to carry out that idea you could simply say “The senior vice-president present 
at the meeting”, or something like that. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Leave it the way I have it. You would have a more 
workable clause. 


Mr. Bennett: The question of who presides at a meeting is sometimes a 
very vital point. 


Mr. Carvett: There may be rival claims as to who should preside and who 
is going to decide between the rival claimants. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If you leave the paragraph as it is I am pointing out 
that there must be a by-law establishing priority. 
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Mr. Bennerr: Priority to preside, that is all. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You are just making it necessary for the Railways to 
pass such a by-law. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: I would ask to have the paragraph left as it is. I find 
by instructions from the Canadian Northern that certain clauses they asked to have 
inserted in their charter were approved by Mr. Price. Possibly this is one of them. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I have a note here, with the request of the railways that 
it should be left out. 


On subsection 4, of subsection 111. 

Mr. Jounston, K,C.: Subsection 4 should read: “In the absence of the 
President and the vice-presidents”, striking out the words: “vice-presidents or”, in 
the first line. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If you make that change you will also have to make a 
similar change in section 118. 


Subsection 4 concurred in without amendment. 


On section 115.—“Directors not to contract with company”. 

Mr. Sivcuair: Why should a director be allowed to contract for land, and to 
make money out of land, when he is not allowed to do so with regard to any other 
commodity ? ; 

Mr. Bennert: It is only for land required for the purpose of the railway. 

Section concurred in. 


On Section 118,— Vice-presidents, Powers of.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Coming back to the old phraseology again, I think 
this section should read: “In case of the absence or illness of the president or any 
vice-president”. because if you use the language “one of the vice-presidents, it 
seems to me you are excluding the powers of the others. 

Mr. CarvetL: Who is going to decide which of the vice-presidents is going to 
lave the power? 

Mr. Jonnstron, K-C.: You do not need to decide, give it to them all. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstty: Is it not all right as it is now? It does not say that it 
shall be done by one of the vice-presidents but anyone of them can do it under the 
language as it is now. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If you think so; take the question of signing deben- 
tures, in the absence of the president, any of the vice-presidents could sign. 

Section adopted without amendment. 


On section 120,— Accounts.” 


The Cuairman: I think we ought to place the correspondence we have with regard 
to this section on the record, so that the other members may see it. We have here a 
letter from Mr. Ruel, Chief Solicitor of the Canadian Northern Railway System, 
which I will read :-— 
. Toronto, February, 28, 1917 
The Honourable FRANK COCHRANE, 
Minister of Railways, 
Ottawa, Ont. 


Re Annual Railway Reports. 


“Sir,—I have been directed to apply for a slight amendment to the Railway 
Act. Our department has been advised that instructions have just been issued 


2—T 


68 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


by the Interstate Commerce Commission that all railway reports to be filed with 
the Commission must be made up to the 31st day of December instead of the 
30th day of June, and that they must be filed in the office of the Commission 
on or before the 31st day of March in each year. The Interstate claims that this 
is better for all concerned, as it shows the actual operation of the road for the 
calendar year, which is more natural than to have the account closed in the 
middle of the summer. 

It would be of great advantage to the railways to have the practice uniform 
on both sides of the International boundary line, and I am directed to ask for 
an amendment to the Railway Act accordingly. 

The two sections involved are section 124 of the Railway Act, which provides 
that ‘The directors shall cause to be kept and annually on the thirtieth day of 
June to be made up and balanced a true, exact and particular account of the 
moneys collected’, and so on, and section 370 as amended by section 2 of chapter 
31 of the statutes of 1909, which provides that, ‘Such returns shall be made for 
the period beginning from the date to which the then last yearly returns made 
by the Company extended, or, if no such returns have been previously made, 
from the commencement of the operation of the railway and ending with the 
last day of June in the then current year. 

The amendment would also involve a change in the fourth subsection of 
section 370 which calls for the filing of a duplicate copy of the returns with the 
Minister within one month after the first day of August in each year, which 
means, of course, two months after the first of July. If the accounts were closed 
at the end of the calendar year, the two months for filing would bring the date 
to the end of February. The Interstate Commerce Commission have specified 
the 31st of March, which I presume would be the proper date to be adopted. 

T have accordingly to request your favourable attention. 


Yours faithfully, 
GERARD RUEL.” 


Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: I think all the railways want it changed. The O.P.R. 


wanted a Bill introduced making the change. 


Mr, Bennett: They have already made the change and brought their accounts 


down to the end of the last year for their Annual Meeting. 


The CuamrMaNn: There is another communication, from Sir Henry Drayton, which 


I will read :— 


Orrawa, January 29, 1917. 


“Dear Mr. Cocurane,—Uuder the Act, Canada’s-accounting year for the 
railways ends June 30. 

The accounting and reporting date fixed by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in the United States is the end of the calendar year. Twenty of the 
State Commissions now require the returns for the calendar year; and six others 
favour the change, the remaining States have not yet reported Different railways 
have parts of their different systems located in both countries and have to make 
similar reports to the different Governments to cover different year-periods. 
This double date occasions the railways unnecessary labour and expense. 

I also found in the Eastern Rates Case, which turned very largely on Grand 
Trunk figures, a company operating in the States as well as in Canada that the 
dual date led to confusion. i 

If I thought there was any advantage at all in having the year end on the 
30th of June instead of on the calendar year, as is usual in most of our 
commercial businesses, I certainly would not recommend any change; but I can 
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see no reason why the 30th of June is any better than the 31st of December. 
On the other hand, it would seem to me that the 31st of December was better 
than the 30th of June. 

I do not know that there is any particular objection to be urged to the 30th 
of June, except that I have already set out, but there would seem to be no 
reason for departing from the usual calendar year in the case of our railways. 

I note from ‘ Hansard’ that the Right Honourable the Premier proposes to 
advance the consolidated Railway Act this year. It seems to me that this is a 
question which ought to be considered either in that Act or in a special Bill. 

Owing to the statutory requirements, the matter can only be settled by 
statute. 

Yours faithfully, 
H. DRAYTON.” 
The Honourable 


the Minister of Railways and Canals, 
Ottawa, Ont. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I do not see any objection to that suggestion. 
The Cuairman: There is also a letter from Mr. E. W. Beatty, of the C.P.R. 
(reads) : 
Monrreau, January 11, 1917. 
Hon. Frank CocHrane, 
Minister of Railways, 
Ottawa. 


Dear Mr. CocHranr,—I understand a suggestion has been made that it 
will be desirable for section 124 of the Railway'Act to be amended so as to pro- 
vide that the fiscal year of railway companies will correspond with the eal- 
endar year and end on the 31st December instead of 30th June. We favour 
such a change which will make the practise in Canada the same as in the 
United States. = 

In case the matter is under consideration I am writing to suggest to 
you that the effective date of the change should be far enough ahead to enable 
the companies to make the requisite changes in their by-laws; in other words, 
that it should not become effective before the year 1918. 

I do not suppose this point will be overlooked but I am dropping this 
note to call it to your attention. 
Yours very truly, 


EK. W. BEATTY. 


What is the wish of the committee in regard to this matter? 

Hon. Mr. Lemimux: I move that the fiscal year be closed on the 31st day of 
December. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I think Mr. Beatty recommended that it should not ee 
this year, that it should not come into effect until 1918. 

Mr. Carvett: I do not understand why they would require it to be postponed 
until 1918. Take the C.P.R., for. instance, they must have their accounts prac- 
tically closed up now to the end of this financial year. 

Mr. Bennett: They have published their accounts brought down to the 31st 
December. 1916. 

Mr. CarvetL: I do not see any reason why they could not be ready by the 
31st December, 1917. 
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Mr. Sivciair: Does the letter from Mr. Beatty mean the end of the year, 1918? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think, perhaps, if you will allow me, I will ask Mr. 
Beatty how he proposes to carry that out. This financial year will end on the 30th 
June, 1917. There will be six months to the 31st December, 1917. It is quite a 
financial question. 

Mr. Carvett: A question of dividends. 

Mr, Curyster, K.C.: I do not know whether they will make a fiscal period of 
six months or eighteen months to conform to the proposed change. It is possible 
that they may not close the year on the 31st December, 1917, but make it eighteen 
months to the 31st December, 1918. I would like to ask that question, and it may 
be necessary to put in a subsection to provide for that. 

The Carman: That would not interfere with our proposed amendment of this 
clause. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No. 

Mr. Bexnerr: As a matter of fact, the C:P.R. accounts have been brought down 
to the end of last year. There will be the period to June 30, and from June 30 to the 
end of this year. Then they will have two complete six months periods. 

Mr, Onryster, K.C.: I will find out. It is a technical question. 


On section 121,—Calls, How Made. 


Mr. Bennett: Why should not all these clauses relating to calls appear in their 
proper place? Sections 76, 77 and 79 dealing with shares and sections 87 and 88 dealing 
with non-payment of calls and forfeitures, all deal with questions of calls; and now 
we start again dealing with calls at section 121. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That is the old practice. There is no difficulty, however, 
in removing those clauses bodily. 


Mr. Bennett: The thing is out of sequence. 


On section 125,—Failure to pay call. Suit. 


Mr. Bennett: The real significance of this section with respect to forfeiture is 
contained in sections 88 and 89. The powers of suit are given. a 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is the old practise. There is no difficulty, however, 
should go in together. 

Hon. Mr, Cochrane: Supposing Mr. Johnston rearranges them ? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think it desirable that there should be a heading of 
“calls,” and that whole section should go in prior to section 97 dealing with meetings 
of shareholders. 5 


On section 129,—No dividend out of capital—proviso as to interest. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: There is the point I mentioned before this morning, “no 
dividend shall be declared whereby the capital of the company is in any degree cand 
or impaired.” The section goes on however; “provided that the directors may in their 
discretion, until the railway is completed and opened to the public, pay interest at 
any rate, not exceeding 5 per cent per annum, on all sums actually paid in cash in 
respect of the shares, from the respective days on which the same have been paid, and 
that such interest shall accrue and be paid at such times and places as the diveoters 
appoint for that purpose. : 


Hon. Mr. Puasiey: : That really means charging interest during construction on 
capital account, and paying interest out of capital account. That is not unusual. 
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Mr. Bennett: It is unusual in relation to capital stock, but not in relation to 
securities. 


Hon. Mr. Lemmux: Paying dividends unearned. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: I think it should be a capital charge during construction. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: The people who apply for stock should not be kept out of the 
interest during construction. 

Mr. Bennett: Section 92 provides “any shareholder who is willing to advance 
the amount of his shares, or any part of the money due upon his shares, beyond the 
sums actually called for, may pay the same to the company.” And the next subsection 
provides that “the company may pay such interest at the lawful rate of interest for 
the time being, as the shareholders, who pay such sum in advance, and the company 
agree upon.” The next subsection provides: “such interest shall not be paid out of 
the capital subscribed.” 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: There is the protection provided by section 92. Now you 
come to section 129 where it is provided that “the directors may in their discretion 
until fhe railway is completed and opened to the public, pay interest at any rate, not 
exceeding 5 per cent per annum, on all sums actually paid in cash in respect of the 
shares, from the respective days on which the same have been paid.” But in section 92 
it is provided that they shall not be paid out of capital in definite, positive terms. In 
section 129 there is no such limitation. 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: During construction there is no other fund out of which it 
could be paid.. It must be paid out of capital. 

Mr. Bennett: Section 92 may apply after the road is completed. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Why should the shareholders be put in the unique position 
that they can get interest on their money when shareholders in other companies 
cannot do so? 

Mr. Bennert: And railways are never built out of shareholders’ money. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They will be in the future in Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Interest during construction might be an inducement. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think it should be counted as part of the cost. 

Hon. Mr. Pugster: I would think so. It would be charged to capital. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Possibly the payment of interest during a long period of 
construction would eat up the capital. In the case of a certain company I will not 
mention, they have been paying interest out of capital for a long period. Seven 
years have now elapsed without the project being completed, and the interest is being 
paid out of the proceeds of the bond issue. That is wrong. When you convert that 
into a right to take shareholders’ money and pay interest with it, it does not seem 
proper. 

Hon. Mr. CocHrane: There should be a limit. 

Mr. Bennett: Why should shareholders have this right at all. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Your rates are based on cost, and I think it is part of 
the cost. 

Hon. Mr. Pugstey: Supposing you do not get your money from capital, but 
raise it by a bond issue, how are you going to pay interest on your bond issue during 
construction unless you take it out of capital? 

Mr. Bennett: You are allowed to do that. 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: What is the distinction? 

Mr. Bennett: One is the interest payable on fixed terms under a bond issue. 


Hon. Mr. Puastey: Out of what fund are you going to pay interest? 
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Mr. Bennett: Out of the fund itself. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Then it is charged to capital. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.; When you are paying interest on the bond you are paying 
to a creditor of the company, and in the other case you are paying to a shareholder. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Is it not better to raise your money out of subscribed 
capital than a bond issue? You have to provide in some way for interest to the 
investor in the meantime. He gets no dividends and why should he not get interest 
on what he subscribes for capital, instead of applying it to the bond shareholder? 

Mr. Bennett: Jf a man has subscribed $100 towards the capital stock of the 
company, and the road is not completed for ten years, the money he put in would be 
paid back to him in interest. 

Hon. Mr. Puagstny: Quite so. If on the other hand you have a bond issue, 
and you are paying interest out of it, you have taken of the money you have 
borrowed on the bond, and what is the difference? 

Mr. Bennett: The only difference is what Mr. Johnston says—the difference 
between the shareholder ang creditor. 

Would it not be better to make it read in this way: “Provided the directors may 
in their discretion, subject to the approval of the board,” ete. Let the Board of Railway 
Commissioners use their discretion. 

Hon. Mr. Puasury: It is a question how far you are going to give the board 
financial control of the company during construction. 

Mr. Carvetu: I agree with Mr. Bennett on this point. We know, according to the 
practice of building railways in Canada, that the shareholders will not subscribe moneys 
to any extent. They rely upon public bonuses and aid to the railways, and I do not see 
why a man who puts up a few dollars to get on the inside, and have the chance to get a 
share of the stock, should be allowed to get interest on his investment from the start, 
regardless of whether the venture succeeds or not. If I go into a transaction with the 
Minister of Railways, and we start in business together, we have to make the venture 
pay before we get interest. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: In figuring up the cost of the investment you add the 
interest on the investment. 

Mr, Bennett: If I put $5,000 into a street railway enterprise in some town, and it 
takes two years to construct the street railway, I receive no interest on my money in 
that time. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Unless you bond it. 

Mr. CarveLi: You get interest on your investment. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But you have the money and have to pay the interest on it. 

Mr. Carveti: Not interest on the stock. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But on the cost.of the road. I think, Mr. Pugsley, that you 
are punishing the man who puts up the money instead of borrowing it. 

Mr. Carve.i: But he does not put it up. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Perhaps he has not done it in practice. 

The Cuamman: You give him an inducement. 

3 Mr. J OHNSTON, K.C.: You cannot do it in any other concern. Why should we do 
it with a railroad? 

Mr. Bennerr: If the committee wants that clause, let us insert a safeguard, to 
read in this way: “Provided the directors may in their discretion, with the approval 
of the board——” 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I would not object to that. 


= 
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Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chrysler does not like that. 
Mr. Sincuam: I do not like it either. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Sections 92 and 129 as they stand are inconsistent. Section 
92 says they may allow interest on capital paid up in advance, but such interest shall 


_ not be paid out of capital subscribed. Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Carvell have pointed out 


that it must be paid out of some other source, sales of security or something else. 
Section 129 makes an exception and says you may pay it out of capital. The two 
cannot stand together. 

The CHaimMan: What suggestion have you to offer? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I should say if it is the view of the committee that this 
should be allowed to continue, strike out the proviso in 129 

The Cuairman: Strike out paragraph “B” ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, strike out the whole proviso. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Then you would have section 92 which says they can allow | 
interest but says they cannot pay that out of capital subscribed. 


Mr. Sinciam: I do not like to make it any harder to get money to build a railway. 


Hon. Mr. Puastry: Section 92 and scetion 129 deal with two entirely different 
cases. Section 92 deals with the case of a man who is paid in advance, where he 
lends money to his company. ‘There is one provision as to that. Then section 129 
deals with the case where a man has fully paid up just what he is liable to pay and 
allowing him to receive interest during construction, and only during construction, 
at the rate of 5 per cent, which, of course, would come out of capital account. 


Mr. Bennett: There is a certain principle behind it. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: It seems to me if you can encourage ‘a company to build its 
road out of capital stock instead of the bond issue, it is better to do so. 

Mr. Bennett: 129 provides that the interest may be paid on all sums actually 
paid in cash. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Parliament is trying to encourage the putting in of cash. 

Mr. Bennett: This section has been there the last ten or twelve years: 

The Cuamman: Does the suggestion of Mr. Chrysler meet with the approval of 
the Committee? 


Hon. Mr. Puastey: I would rather be opposed to giving the Board very much 
power with respect to the internal arrangements of a company. Not much harm has 
resulted from the law as it stands so far. 

The CHamman: Is it the wish of the Committee that section 129 as worded shall 
stand? 


Mr. Bennett: I am against it, but will not press the matter further. 


Section adopted. 


On section 182—bonds, mortgages and borrowing powers. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Paragraph (a) says that the bonds shall be signed by the 
president and then power is given to lithograph his signature to the bonds. This 
power may be necessary but it is very unusual. 

Mr. Carve: I think so too. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Then the paragraph goes on to provide that even though 
the bonds are not signed by the people who are president or secretary at the time, still 
they shall be valid bonds. I think myself you should enact that there should be 
prima facie evidence as to the signatures being those of the officers of the company. 
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Hon. Mr. Lemmeux: It may be the actual signature of the president that is being 
lithographed. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: More than that, the persons whose signatures are being 
lithographed need not be officers at the time. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: A clause very similar to that is now inserted in all modern 
bond mortgages. The idea is that a very large amount of bonds—say 10 millions— 
will be issued at once, and the signature of the president will be lithographed. Well, 
the president may change office, or may die, and there may be another president or 
another secretary. 

Mr. Bennett: This makes provision for a case that has happened in actual prac- 
tise. The bonds were signed and lithographed with the signature of the president of 
the company, and then he died. Between the date of their completion and the author- 
ization of the issue and the date of their being actually handed out and certified by 
the trust company or whoever certified to their being correct. It is to meet such cases 
as that that the provision, which is in every trust deed, is inserted here. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: That would be right enough, but there is no explanation in 
the paragraph as to the certification, by whom it shall be done. 

Mr. Benner: Sometimes it is by a trust company and sometimes it is by an 
individual. For instance, in England they still follow the old practise of certification 
by the trustees to the debenture holders. In this country we have certification by a 
trust company. 

Mr. Carvett: I suppose it is a matter for the railway companies themselves more 
than anybody else, but it does seem to me a peculiar thing to have bonds issued with- 
out being signed by anybody. 

Mr. Jounston. K.C.: The other day there was an issue of $8,300,000 of Ontario 
Government bonds. No provision was made for engraving the signature of the Pro- 
vincial Treasurer, and I think it took him the best part of a week to sign those bonds. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Why should he not spend a week in the discharge of that 
duty. I think we should require companies to exercise some care in matters of this 
kind. I had a case in the city of St. John some years ago where there was very grave 
question as to bonds that were issued by the school trustees. In that particular case 
the question arose as to the signature of the chairman of the trustees. Now, suppose 
that signature were available, what is to hinder the taking of lithographs of it? 


Mr. Bennerr: There was the case of the Great Fingal Trading Company, in 
which the seal was used in just that way because it was not locked up as it should 
be, but this is covered, as Mr. Johnston has said, by the provision which is attached 
to every bond of a railway company, “ This bond shall not become effective until such 
time as it has been certified by, etc.,” and that word “ certification’ here implies 
certification by somebody. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: That does not cover it very well, because it does not imply 
by whom it is to be certified. 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: If this section provided that no bond could be issued until 
countersigned by the president or a trust company it would meet the case. 

Mr. Bennett: Until it has been certified. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: If it were countersigned by the president or trust company 
then you would have a safeguard, but this section does not say that. 

Mr. Bennett: I thought Mr. Johnston put the word “ certification ” in there for 
that purpose. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: But it need not, under this section, be done in that way. We 


allow companies to have signatures engraved, but we do not make any provision as 
to how it shall be certified; there is no safeguard whatever. 
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Mr. Bennett: Mark you, Dr. Pugsley, I had overlooked the provision that no 
bond can be issued until it is signed by the president or one of the vice-presidents, 
or a director, and countersigned by the secretary, or an assistant, or local secretary 
of the company, provided that the signature of the president on the bond, and the 
signature of the treasurer or secretary on the coupons may be engraved, so that we 
have the signature on the bonds, we were both wrong. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Then you place absolutely in the hands of some under- 
official who may have a thousand bonds with the signatures of the president on them, 
and all he would have to do is to sign his name, some understrapper under that Act 
may do so, and you do not require it to be certified. 

Hon. Mr. Lemmux: I have in my hand four Dominion Government bills of 
small denominations which all have different signatures, but these are real signatures. 

Mr. Bennett: The United States of America issues its bill without any signa- 
ture at all. There they are (producing bills) lithographed. You see this section is 
following the old practice, but the United States does not find it necessary to have 
anybody sign their bills, and they grind them out by the millions. 

The Cuamman: Shall clause 132 be adopted? 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: I object to it as it is. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I think the bonds should be signed by the proper party. 

The Cuairman: The bond is signed by the president. 

Mr. Sivctam: I think one signature is enough, with the certification. 

Mr. Carve: I did not notice at first that there is one genuine signature. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is provision for one genuine signature, the presi- 
dent’s signature may be engraved, but there has to be one genuine signature. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: The case has been known where there has been an over-issue 
of bonds, by an understrapper in the company. 

The CuHamrmMan: There was a whisper with regard to some of the Old Country 
‘bonds which have been sent out here. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Why not say that every bond should be certified by the signa- 
ture of the president, or trustee or trust company, that would be a safeguard ? 

Mr. Bennett: ‘The answer to the objection is a very simple one. Nobody 
will buy a security without a certificate. There is the best safeguard you can have. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: And the trustee is liable. 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: But supposing you have not a trustee? 

Mr. Bennett: Nobody will buy them without a certification. 

Mr. CurysteR: The securities of the C. P. R. and the Grand Trunk Railway 
are issued with the trust deed. 

Mr. Bennett: The debenture stock and the old bonds are covered by trust 
deed in the case of the C. P. R. and all the Grand Trunk bonds are covered by a 
certificate of some character. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: The difficulty is that we are legislating in the matter of 
money, and somebody comes to Parliament to get a charter, and it is suggested that 
there must be a genuine signature on their securities, but the party says: “Look 
at the labour involved in that, the Railway Companies are not required to do it, 
and why should we do it. 

Mr. Bennett: The Canada Cement Company issued bonds for some six 
millions and on those bonds: the signature of the president was lithographed, but 
the secretary’s signature was genuine and the bonds had to be certified. There are 
two safeguards. One, the genuine signature on the bond, and two, the genuine 
certificate. 
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Mr. Carvett: There is one genuine signature provided for here. 
Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Which may be that of a mere clerk. 

Mr. Bennett: The secretary. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: It does not even require the secretary to sign. 
Mr. Bennett: I remember a case in practice in which I had to get a special . 


minute to make a man in England a local secretary, as the debentures were printed 
there. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: This practice goes on all right for years, then suddenly people 
wake up to the fact that some trusted clerk has made away with a lot of bonds. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Sir Henry Drayton thinks that after the word “president” 
in line 21 the words “or the vice-president or one of the vice-presidents,” should be 
inserted, because heretofore we have passed a wording empowering such officials to 
sign bonds. 

Mr. Bennett: Or a. director. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If they are going to let a director do the signing, perhaps 
he had better take his pen in his hand. So far as the president or vice-president is 
concerned, if you are going to permit the president’s signature to be lithographed 

Mr. Bennett: There is the best reason in the world, because of the reasons Dr. 
Pugsley has been urging here to-day. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Your point is that you relieve the president of signing, but 
nobody else. 


Mr. Carvett: We are following the old law that securities cannot be issued for 
more than 5 per cent interest. JI wonder if in practice it is not advisable to change 
that. Suppose a railway company is compelled to sell 5 per cent securities and they 
go away down to 60 or 70. I doubt the advisability of that. 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: At all events they should have the right to consider whether 
they will get the higher price for their bonds with the higher interest. 


Mr. Carvetu: Than to sell the 5 per cent security at a discount. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: They might be better with a 6 per cent bond at 90. It isa 
question of the market often. 


Mr. Bennett: That question is constantly coming up in railway finance in the 
United States. 


Mr. Smrvciamr: Would you put the rate at 6 per cent, Mr. Carvell ? 

Mr. Carveti: I would like to leave that to the judgment of the company. 
Mr. Bennett: Put a maximum on it. 

Mr. CarvELL: Put 6 per cent then. 


/ 
Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Five per cent is uniform with the interest allowed the 
shareholders. 


Mr. CarveE.tu: There has been a wonderful change in the financial condition of the 
world. 


The CHamman: It will-drop back to the same old conditions. 

Mr. Bennett: J would like to think so. 

Hon. Mr. Pucsiey: It depends on whether business is active after the war. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What harm is there in putting six per cent instead of five? 
Mr. Bennett: None. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It does not compel them to issue at that rate. 


Mr. Bennett: It is discretionary. On the issue of securities, I am of the opinion 
that none should be issued without the approval of some board. I may be wrong. I do 
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not think any railway corporation should be authorized to bond its line without sub- 
mitting the documents and papers that refer to it, and the proposed issue, and the 
rate, to the Board of Railway Commissioners, or a court of commerce, if you will. My 
view has been that industrial enterprises under Dominion charters should also have to 
submit their proposals for the same reason. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: That, I suppose, would be the subject of a general law. 

Mr. Bennett: It should be. In the case of a railway the Board of Railway 
Commissioners should approve of it. The moment that it passes into an existing 
enterprise—is removed from paper—it should be under the control of this board, both 
with relation to capitalization, to shares and securities issued, with relation to building, 
the route, selection of grades, and provision of facilities for the public. In other 
words, there should not be a larger bond issue than reasonably will build the road, 
larger capitalization than reasonably necessary, and the character of the security issued 
should be subject to the revising judgment of somebody attached to the board for that 
purpose. 

Mr. Carveti: Has not Parliament put in certain clauses during the last few years 
of that nature? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is section 146, which we will come to later. That is 
where the debate will likely be. 

Mr. Brennerr: This section should not stand as it is. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is a grammatical change in paragraph (b) of sub- 
section 2. The words “certificates for such stock” should be struck out. 


Section 132 passed with amendments. 


On section 133.—Securities pledged for loans or advances. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Some years ago it was held in an English case that securi- 
ties issued by a company and pledged merely with a bank and then redeemed had 
been cancelled by the fact of redemption and could not be reissued. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: They held it was an issue, and you could not issue that 
again. When you paid off a loan and got it back, you could not sell it again. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is a similar clause in the Dominion Companies Act. 


On section 138.—Other filing, deposit or registration not necessary. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: I doubt very much if that should be carried. I think the rail- 
way companies should record their mortgages in the regular registry offices of the 
province where the railway is situated so that anybody going there would see the title 
and the encumbrances. It should not be sufficient just to file with the Secreta:: 
of State. 

Mr. Srvciair: Do you mean in every county? 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Yes, every county through which the road runs. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Would you apply that to the Transcontinental Road? 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: Yes, it is not an enormous expense. 

Mr. Carvett: Would it not be a serious thing if you asked the C.P.R. to file a 
mortgage in every county in Canada where there is a registry office and land titles 
cfiice ? ; 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: And against every parcel? 

Mr. Carvetit: You could not divide the property up. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: No, all you would have to do would be to file a general 
mortgage. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: You would have to file a volume. 
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Hon. Mr. Pucstey: It might be difficult to carry out under the Torrance system. 
I would not insist on that. What is the reason for inserting the provision at the 
end of this*section that nothing herein contained shall affect any matter in litigation 
in or finally decided by any court of justice on the 27th April, 1907? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That was in the Act of 1907. There is no reason why it 
should remain in there now. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: It seems peculiar to fix that date in that section unless 
there is some reason for it. 

Mr. Cnrystrr, K.C.: The section from which that was taken was 6 and 7 Edward 
VII, “whenever by any Act of the Parliament heretofore or hereafter passed”. 
Then that is introduced here, because that was the date when that Act was assented 
to. There is no reason why it should remain now. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Would it not be all right to leave out all after the word 
“requirement” in the twenty-fifth line of the section? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The reason for it at the time the amending Act was 
passed seems to be gone. 

The Cuamrman: Then that will be struck out. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The references will remain. 
The section was amended and adopted. 


On section 139—Instruments deposited, evidence of. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Should we not use the words “ purporting to be certified to be 
a true copy” in line 35% At first you say it shall be certified and then it shall be 
evidence without proof. The language of the two sentences is inconsistent. I should 
think if it said “ purporting to be certified ” it would be sufficient. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In the other case we had the. additional protection of the 
seal. It was purporting to be signed by the Secretary of the Railway, Board under 
the seal of the board. Does the Deputy Registrar General of Canada use a seal? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. ; 


Mr. Carvett: That will make it much easier for the petitioner who is using 
the document to prove it. : 

Hon. Mr. Puastxy: It will be prima facie evidence of the original without proof 
of the signature. In another part it says it must be certified. Therefore you would 
have to prove it just the same. 

The section was amended and adopted. 


On section 140—Ranking of securities. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Does the committee not think that in the third line of this 
section the words should be “shall rank against,” instead of “shall rank upon” ? 

Mr. Carvett: J am not so sure of that. 


Hon. Mr. Lemieux: It is a mortgage upon the property. The idea of this is to 
make it a mortgage on the property. It is a mortgage upon everything. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: This is peculiar language. It was quite different from the 
section we have’ taken it from. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I have drawn an alternative clause. I propose to substi- 
tute the following clause: “The securities so authorized and the mortgage deeds 
respectively securing the same shall rank against the company and upon the fran- 
chises, undertakings, tolls, income, rents and revenues, and the real and personal 
property thereof, and that priorities, if any, established by such mortgage deeds 


subject however to the payment of the penalties and the working expenditures of the 
railway herein authorized.” 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 79 


APPENDIX No. 2 


Mr. Carveti: The practice lately followed in regard to this legislation is to make 
the exception first: “ Subject to the payment of the penalties and the working 
expenditures.” 

Mr. Jounnston, K.C.: You suggest that I transpose the language? 

Mr. Carvetu: Yes, that is the method that has been followed very largely in 
drafting. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I find the expression here, “subject to any lawful restric- 


tion or exception contained in the mortgage deed.” That was not in the original 
section. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I find it impossible to understand what that means. 
The section was adopted. a 


On section 145, subsection 2—Note or bill of company, how made. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Did Mr. Biggar speak to you, Mr. Chrysler, in regard to 
the matter of signatures on notes? That is dealt with in subsection 2. 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: No, but I have a memorandum with respect to the insertion 
of the words, “or treasurer.” The treasurer of the Grand Trunk is the official who 
certifies all the documents of the company. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Then I would move to add the words “ or treasurer” to the 
12th line of this subsection. It will then provide that notes or bills accepted by a 
company must be countersigned by the secretary or treasurer of the company. 


Subsection as amended adopted. 
Section as amended agreed to. 


Committee adjourned until Tuesday, May 1 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or ComMMONS, 
Tuerspay, May 1, 1917. 


The Special Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


On section 144,—Transfer by delivery, or writing, if registered. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Ruel, solicitor for the C.N.R., points out two difues 
that he thinks require amendment in that section. Sulsection 2 of section 144 
reads :— 

“While so registered they shall be transferable by written transfers regis- 
tered in the same manner as in the case of transfer of shares.” 


That applies to securities issued by a railway company, such as bonds. Mr. Ruel 
points out that when the bonds are registered the method of transfer is to endorse 
the bond itself, and that the trust company keeps the registered transfers, and not 
the railway company. That is the practice. He therefore suggests that that clause 
should read in this way :— 


“While so registered they shall be transferable by written transfers, regis- 
tered in the manner provided in the mortgage deed or deeds.” 


Mr. Nessirr: That sounds sensible. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Strike out the word “same” and ie words “as in the case 
of the transfer of shares” and add these words :— 


“Provided in the mortgage deed or deeds.” 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think that should read, “In the manner prescribed,” 
instead of “in the manner provided.” 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, that would be better. 


Section adopted as amended. 


On section 145, subsection 4,—No bill payable to bearer. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Mr. Ruel points out that this subsection absolutely pro- 
hibits a railway company from issuing securities payable to bearer. As a matter of 
fact, some of the short date notes that the railway companies issue are payable to 
bearer, and this section was not really intended to prevent that, but it was intended 
to prevent railway companies issuing notes which pass as money. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Why should they issue them payable to bearer? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: They are simply short date notes. They are often issued 
in that way, and are negotiable without endorsement. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: This is the same provision as appears in the Company’s Act. 

Mr. Nessirt: I do not see just exactly why they should be payable to bearer, or 
what benefit it is. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: The object is to prevent any company from acting as a 
bank, from issuing paper which could be used as currency. 

Mr. Nessirt: You might call it a note. We often call bills notes. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Strike out the word “or” in line 20, just before the word 
“intended.” 


Section adopted as amended. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not think that would answer. 


On Section 147,—Deposit of contract evidencing lease, etc., of rolling stock. 

Mr. Jounnston, K.C.: This section deals with hire receipts and it says that if the 
contract evidencing the lease or condition of hire receipt is registered in a certain way 
the same shall be valid. It is really intended that it shall be valid as against all parties 
and not merely as between parties to the contract, and I think we should add the words 
“as against all parties.” The intention is to make it valid against all parties. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I do not think you strengthen the section any by adding the 
word. I think it would be just as well to stop at the word “ property ” in the 21st line. 
You take it out of the provincial law altogether, and I do not think you strengthen it 
any by saying it shall be valid as against all parties. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If you look at section 21, which is somewhat similar, it is 
more definitely put there. Section 221 reads: 


“ An agreement for the sale of lands shall be valid, and although such lands 
have in the meantime become the property of a third person ” 


That is a definite statement, and this is not. It does not mean subsequent pur- 
chasers or mortgagees or lien holders. 


Hon. Mr. Puestey: It strikes me as a little stronger to leave it as itis. If you say, 
“all parties” that is a limitation to the parties of the contract. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That perhaps should read “against all persons”, and the 
word “ persons ” would take the meaning given by the Interpretation Act. 

Mr. Nessirr: It would make it plainer to have it against all parties. 


The Cuamman: The clause 147 will be amended in the last line by adding the 
words “ against all persons ”. 


Section adopted as amended. 


On Section 148,—Company not to purchase railway stock. 

Mr. Nespitr: Can anybody tell me why that section is in the Act? I do not see 
why the company should not retire their bonds if they wish to. 

Hon. Mr Pucstry: This dates back twelve years ago. Does the Committee not 
think, that, as we are legislating for the future, we might leave all that out? 

Hon. Mr. Granam: It was meant to protect some transaction prior to this date. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: If they had acquired the shares before that or even up to now 
that would be all right, because it only speaks for the future. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There are two matters in this. With regard to the prohibi- 
tion of the purchasing by a company of its own stock, it is a very old enactment and 
is contrary to the law everywhere, because the company is diminishing its capital. 
Five per cent a year in twenty years would take away all the capital of the company. 

Mr. Macponetu: It is a process of winding up. 

' Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, and it is not permitted except by special leave, for a 
particular purpose, if you were diminishing your enterprise in some way. 

Mr. Nessirr: I can quite appreciate the point in regard to companies purchasing 
their own stock, but how about other stock? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: This prohibits the purchase. 

Mr. Nessitt: They are doing it right along. 
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Mr. MacvonetL: It prevents a railway company operating a certain railway 
from acquiring and operating another line. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The trouble in regard to this point was that a company sup- 
posed to be a competitor was not really a competitor at all, when bought by another line 
and operated by that line for its own benefit. What does the reference to 1st of 
February, 1904, mean ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think the section will be just as well without that. That 
is the date of the coming into force of the Act of 1903, and it was made to exempt all 
prior transactions, but I do not think there is any object in retaining the date there 
now. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: That proviso might very well be left out. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: Strike out all after the word “ security.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: And the whole sentence should be preceded by the words 
“except as hereinbefore otherwise provided” or words to that effect; because later, by 
section 152, provision is made for the approval by the Railway Board and the Goy- 
ernor in Council, of agreements to acquire shares in other companies and to amalga- 
mate. It should be a qualified prohibition, “ No company shall, except as in this Act 
otherwise provided.” 

Hon. Mr. Granam: A special Act would over-ride a section of that kind. 


Mr. MacponELL: I am going to bring this matter before the Committee later and 
discuss the principle. 2 

Mr. Nessirr: In some of these sections it is stated that the provisions take pre- 
cedence of the Special Act, and in other instances the Special Act takes precedence 
of them. How is it in regard to this section? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Turn back to section 3, paragraph “b,” and you will see 
that it is provided that where the provisions of this Act and of any Special Act 
passed by the Parliament of Canada, relate to the same public matter, the previous 
Special Act shall, in so far as is necessary to give effect to such Special Act be taken 
to over-ride the provisions of this Act. Therefore if you had to deal with a railway 
which proposed to purchase stock in another company, if it was authorized so to do 
by the Special Act, it would have the power, notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 148. 

Section adopted as amended. 


Mr. BENNETT: This section might permit them to buy shares of other companies 
outside of Canada. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That would be ultra vires. 

The CHAIRMAN: You could leave out the words “in Canada.” 
- Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I do not think that would answer. 

Mr. Bennett: The words “in Canada” are superfluous. 


Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Railway companies come to the Governor in Council to get the 
right to buy securities in another company outside of Canada now. They do that 
as a matter of practice. 


Mr. Sinctam: Do you regard that as objectionable? 


Hon. Mr. Granam: No, but why say “in Canada.” The Canadian Northern road 
running down to Duluth could not acquire those bonds without the consent of the 
Canadian Government. 


Section adopted as amended. 
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On.section 152,—Agreement for sale, lease or amalgamation of railway. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The words in this section “whether within the legislative 
authority of the Parliament of Canada or not,” cover the point we were discussing. 

Mr. Bennett: But when you grant special charters you have to provide that 
the company may amalgamate with a given number of railways, one of which was a 
company owing its existence entirely to provincial legislation. This covers that case. 

Mr. GranamM: Take where a trunk line wishes to amalgamate with another line, 
and to have that line form a branch of the trunk line. If the branch had been 
authorized by the legislature of one of the provinces, and the amalgamation was 
authorized by the Parliament of Canada, then, as I understand it, that branch line 
would at once become for the general advantage of Canada. It would seem to me 
a little strong. 

Mr. Bennett: Jt comes under the provisions of this Act entirely. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Without the consent of the legislature at all? 

Mr. Bennetr: Yes. 


Hon. Mr. Granam; It seems to go a considerable distance. I have always 
thought that the only way to control railways was to get them under Dominion 
Parliament. 


Hon. Mr. Puastry: Of course we could safeguard it with a provision. that. they 
should not acquire a branch without an Order in Council. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 155—Directors may make traffic agreements. 

Mr. Nespirr: Why are the words “Company may” underlined ? 

Mr. Jounson, K.C.: The old Act simply said “Directors.” Now, the wording is 
“The Directors of the Company may”. I do not see that it makes any difference. I 
should have thought the section ought to read “The company may at any time make, 
ete.” 

Mr. Macponetni: I have not read the section over carefully, but I should think 
that an agreement made between railway companies regarding traffic, in which the 
public are interested, should be submitted to the Board of Railway Commissioners for 
approval. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuraner: It has to go to the Railway Commission. 

Mr. Bennett: In the latter part of the section there occur the words “or vessels”. 
This section only refers to inland vessels, but in the broad sense in which it may be 
construed it may be held as applicable to ocean-going vessels as well. This might 
have a very far-reaching effect, and in the case of a railway company owning vessels, 
might give that Company an advantage over another Company with respect to vessels 
and ocean-going traffic. The section reads that “agreements may be entered into either 
in Canada or elsewhere for the interchange of traffic between their railways or vessels” 
etc. The section does not really refer to ocean-going vessels but is intended to mean 
that class of ferry boats such as operate on the inland lakes of Canada, but the effect 
in practice may be very different from what is intended. Furthermore, you will 
doubtless remember that the Interstate Commerce Commission recently declared that 
railway companies should not own ships. The Grand Trunk was exempted from the 
operation of the regulation, but the Morgan Line was divorced from the Southern 
Pacific. 

Mr. Curystrer, K.O.: The section is very important to several of the companies 
just as it stands.. The Grand Trunk and the Canadian Pacific Railway Companies 
carry on part of their railway traffic by means of ships. They carry from Vancouver 
to Victoria, by ships which are really part of the railway line, under through bills of 
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lading and through passenger tickets. Vessels are also. operated on the Kootenay 
lakes and all the way from lake Superior to Montreal. The through traffic and through 
billing is carried on under such agreements as are here referred to, over these lines of 
ships which are sometimes the only vessels on the road. 

Mr. Bennett: Something should be done to prevent an advantage being given to an 
ocean carrier by reason of owning its own vessels. Just how we are going to provide 
against that I do not know, except that any such agreement shall be first approved by 
the Board of Railway Commissioners and the Governor in Council. 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: It seems to me that the class of cases which Mr. Bennett 
has in mind do come before the Railway Board when the railway company submits its 
through tariff for approval. 

Mr. Bennerr: If the section is passed in its present form it might tend te give 
one railway company which owns ocean steamships a monopoly of the ocean-going 
traffic. 

The Carman: There is a section later on in the Bill which deals with inland 
transportation. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: So far as the construction which Mr. Bennett endeavours 
to place upon the section has not been made. 


Mr. Bennett: But the larger construction of the section is possible. I am 
making the point because I know what has been done in actual practice. 


Mr. Nessirr: Would not the Railway Commission have to approve of any 
such agreement. 


Hon. Mr. Puastry: The section does not say so, does it? 
The CHammaN: Section 358 deals with traffic by water. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: This section (155) provides, as Mr. Bennett points out, 
for interchange of traffic between a company’s railway and vessels. It would do no 
harm to so word the section as to make it read: “The directors of a company may, 
subject to the approval of the Board, at any time, make” etc. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is not the purpose of the section. This only makes 
provision for an interchange of traffic between two sections of two railways. It has 
nothing to do with the rates and the amounts to be paid. Those are covered by 
section 336. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: The section speaks of the “apportionment of tolls”. If a 
railway owns vessels the public would certainly be entitled to travel on those vessels, 
they being common carriers, and the company could make arrangements between its 
vessel branch and the railway branch, which might be prejudicial to the travelling 
public. Therefore, control of the apportionment of tolls might not be a bad idea. 

Mr. Cuystrr, K.C.: I think the Board has some contro] under the terms of sec- 
tion 337. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Subsection 3 of section 337 provides :— 


In any case when there is a dispute between companies interested as to 
the apportionment of a through rate in any joint tariff, the Board may appor- 
tion such rate between such companies. 


Mr. Bennett: Suppose you have three transcontinental lines operating ships on 
the Atlantic and on the Pacific, and that there are in existence two other railway 
lines without ships. There should be some provision that would prevent the latter 
companies from being at the mercy of the trunk lines with respect of traffic that 
must be carried to the other side of the water. The through bill of lading should be 
based upon the same tolls for ocean transport as are enjoyed by the company that 
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owns the facilities. It is not a question of theory, either. It is one that arises 
every day in practice. 

Hon. Mr. Puestry: You will avoid all possible objection if you insert the words, 
“Directors of the company may, subject to the approval of the Board, enter into any 
agreement.” If you do not do something of the kind a railway company owning vessels 
may impose tolls that would greatly hamper another company. ‘The tolls may be 
framed with the object of shutting out the other line and bringing the traffic to the 
company owning the vessel. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: That would compel railway companies to go to the 
Board for approval of agreements respecting the most trifling transactions. It might 
apply to an agreement in the case of a single consignment, even. 

Mr. Sinciar: I suppose a railway company is asked every day to make 
special rates, or special arrangements. 

Mr. Nessirr:. If the railway companies have got to wait until the approval 
of the Board has been obtained in every case, it means delay, and the shippers will 
have to pay for that delay. My suggestion would be to allow the section to pass. 
Later, if any such difficulty as Mr. Bennett fears is shown to have arisen, we can 
return to the section and amend it. Our procedure surely does not bind us like the 
laws of the Medes and Persians. 

The CuairMan; J think that section 358 meets the difficulty. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: That does not cover the point. There is nothing in that to 
prevent a railway company from adjusting to its own advantage the tolls as between 
the vessel and the railway. 


The CuairMAN: It brings the tariffs under the control of the Railway Board. 


Hon. Mr. Pugster: No, it says the provisions of the Act shall apply so far as the 
Board deems them applicable. 


Mr. Bennett: I cannot see why Dr. Pugsley’s suggestion should not be accepted. 
It deals with the matter as far as we can possibly deal with it. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The only objection is that it would involve bringing so many 
trifling matters before the Board. 


Mr. Bennett: What are they? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: A single consignment may be a cause of agreement between 
companies. 

Hon. Mr. Pugstey: When you come to deal with the apportionment of tolls ag 
between a vessel. and a railway it is most important. I would not for a moment 
consider that trifling. Why not make it subject to the approval of the Board? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is covered by sections 336 and 337. The former 
provides that companies may agree as to joint through rates. Then section 337 says 
that if the companies do not agree the Board can make an agreement for them. Then, 
if they do not agree as to the division of tolls the Board may settle that question also. 
What we are dealing with here is not tolls at all. 


Mr. Bennett: It is agreements. 
Mr. Curysier, K.C.: But the direction of traffic. 


Mr. Bennetr: Agreements with respect to traffic over two lines of vessels or 
routes. That is the trouble. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Section 155 says that the company may arbitrarily apportion 
the tolls as between the railway and the vessels. Now, should not the Board of Railway 
Commissioners have some control over that apportionment. 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C: I do not read section 155 that way. Here is what it says: 


“The Directors of the company may, at any time, make and enter into any 
agreement or arrangement, not inconsistent with the provisions of this, or the 
Special Act, with any other company, either in Canada, or elsewhere, for the 
interchange of traffic between their railways or vessels.” 


Mr. Bennett: Now go on. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: (Reads) 


“snd for the division and apportionment of tolls in respect of such traffic”. 


Mr. Bennett: Now under that provision, to cite a concrete case, where a shipment 
is being made to Liverpool, two thirds of the tolls might be imposed on the land carrier 
and one third on the water carrier. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You are referring to one question and Dr. Pugsley is deal- 
ing with another. Now, if they do not agree as to that the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners has the control under Sections 336 and 337. As to the point that, so far 
as Section 358 is concerned, the Act does not apply to ships operating between Canada 
and foreign countries, that is another question altogether. 

Mr. Bennett: Absolutely. 

Tur CHamman: Is it the wish of the Committee that this section be adopted 
without amendment ? 


Mr. Bennett: We can come back to it later. 


Section adopted. 


On section 158—Application to Exchequer Court for confirmation of scheme— 
Enrolment in port. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In Sub-section 4 the words “assenting: thereto or bound 
thereby” should be struck out. As the Sub-section reads it says that the provisions of 
the scheme when confirmed shall be binding “against and in favour of the Company 
and all persons assenting thereto or bound thereby, have the like effect as if they had 
been enacted by Parliament.” Surely if the Exchequer Court approves of the scheme 
it ought to be binding on all persons and not merely on all persons assenting thereto. 

Hon: Mr. Pucstey: I suppose what this means is there may be parties who were 
not parties to the scheme or have not been notified. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Section 157 provides that it shall be deemed to be assented 
to if the requisite proportion of the debenture holders and shareholders had voted in 
favour of it. When you leave in the words “assenting thereto or bound thereby” you 
seem to me to weaken the effect of the preceding clause. 


Section as amended adopted. 


On Section 161—Sale of subsidized railways not kept in repair. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I do not know that anything better could be drafted than is 
to be found here, but I would like to know if this provision has ever been of the 
slightest benefit in practice. é . 

Mr. Bennett: It has only been inserted there since the enactment of 1st and 2nd 
George V. : 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: About five years ago. Has the provision ever been put into 
operation ? ; 


Mr. FamweaTHER: Not in my time. It is only a club, I think, which has not 
been used. ; 
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Mr. Bennett: As I understand it, there are small lines scattered throughout Can- 
ada which at times have received subsidies from the Federal Government but were 
not kept in any condition of repair and were not being operated efficiently. There 
was nobody to put up any money and it became necessary that in some sense Parlia- 
ment should have control over them. Therefore the Companies concerned were given 
notice that if they did not fix their lines so that they really became transportation 


facilities they ran a chance of losing them, and the bondholders or mortgage security 


holders, whatever they may be, always have the chance to come in and save the property 


- rather than see it lost to them by reason of their failure to maintain the railway as 


a transportation facility. 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: I am looking at the matter from the standpoint of the public. 
The Government has never ventured to take steps under this clause. 

Mr. Bennett: It has given this notice. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: But the Government have never gone any further. 

Mr. Bennett: No, because the notice has had the desired effect. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: No. 


Mr. Bennett: I think the notice had the desired effect in the case of some of the 
railways in the lower provinces. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Very small effect, if any. 


Mr. Bennett: Sufficient to correct the difference between what could be said to 
be a facility and what is not one. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: The minister can tell us whether there has ever been any 
effect by reason of this notice. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I believe there has been a little improvement made, but 
not very much. 


Mr. Bennett: As long as you have this power you can give notice that if a com- 
pany fails to provide the facility for which it was created it will lose any right it 
has to that road, which is valuable from the public standpoint. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I would like to see the section go further and give the 
minister power, in his judgment, to take charge of the road and put it in repair and 
make the cost of repairs a first lien. Would it not be much simpler to give to the 
Minister power summarily to take charge of the road, spend what he might think 
necessary to put it in repair, and make it a first charge? If you go into court it 
means lawyers’ fees and expenses. 

Mr. Macponetu: This section of the-Act gives the Government a lien and the 
section further says “such lien may be enforced by His Majesty,” ete. You cannot 
give more than that. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: The property has to be sold and where the company owning 
it cannot afford to put it in repair the purchaser could not either. Nothing effectual 
is done. 

Mr. Bennett: It might be done in this way: the court may appoint a receiver or 
authorize the minister to manage the road pending sale. 

Mr. Nessitt: The minister could be authorized in the first section to go on and ° 
fix up the road, and make it a first charge in place of a subsidy being a first charge. 


Mr. Bennett: It was done in one case in Canada and the road is still there. 


Mr. Nessirr: If it was any benefit to the people in the district through which 
the road ran it was money well spent. _ 

Hon. Mr. Pugster: I have raised the question, and, perhaps, the minister might 
consider it. It is not effective now. The companies go on risking the lives of pas- 
sengers, and nothing effectual can be done unde¥ this section. 
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Mr. Granam: On the other hand would that suggestion of yours really not enable 
the minister to subsidize any railway, without getting any authority ? 

Hon. Mr. Puasury: Why should he not have the power? 

Mr. Bennerr: Some people would say that would be a dangerous power around 
about election time. 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: Some of these railways have been built with public moneys. 
The people have got in the habit of using them. They are a public necessity, and the 
lives of people are in danger every day. The services are getting poorer all the time. 
The companies say to the board, “Now, what are we going to do about it? We have 
no money to put it in repair”? 

Mr. Bennett: The difficulty they have is to maintain an equilibrium between 
revenue and operating expenses. In the ultimate analysis this would mean the town 
would take over these roads. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: Yes. 

Mr. Bennert: We have not gone that far. There is no doubt it is a powerful 
remedy if carried to its end, but the difficulty in maintaining an equilibrium between 
operating expenses and revenue precludes them from making the repair. The people 
of this country do not feel like placing themselves behind these enterprises. 

Hon. Mr. Pucsitry: They have not that regard for the service that enables them to 
take a broad view of it. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The result eventually will be that if these roads are to run the 
Government will have to take them over. 


Mr. Bennett: I think the word “bond” should be left out. 


Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: The language of the old section was better. The language 
here is too indefinite. They should not pay out the money to holders of bonds. The 
section is all right, giving the Government a prior lien for the subsidy as against the 
people who have lent money on bonds, and after that the money should go to the people 
who are registered holders of bonds under mortgage. 


Mr. Bennett: We should insert in the last line, after the word “secured,” the words, 
“hy mortgage.” ; 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That covers it. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Secured by mortgage or otherwise. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. 


Section adopted as amended. 


On Section 162, limitation of time for construction. 


Mr. Bennett: There has been a great deal of discussion on this question. This 
first section was introduced by the railways. 


The Cuamman: This met with the approval of the Railway Committee the last 
two years. ; 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: There is no objection to the section, but it seems to me that 
taking that section, and section 167, which provides that they shall not commence the 
construction until the general location has been approved by the board, and until the 
plan and book of references have been deposited with the board, which means a large 
amount of engineering. Two years is too short a time to commence, and this clause 
is rather severe on the companies. The entire money put into the enterprise is lost 
unless Parliament extends the time, if fifteen per cent of the work is not done within 
two years. That is a very short time, taking into consideration the fact that we have 
only about six months in the year to do the engineering and surveying work. 
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Mr. Bennett: This raises the old question. There are many people who go intu 
the country hoping that facilities will be furnished at certain points, simply because 
a charter has been granted for a railway, and probably the charter has been sold out. 
It seems to me that fifteen per cent is not an enormous amount to be expended in two 
years. If the companies mean business, they go ahead. 

Mr. Nessirt: If they cannot spend fifteen per cent in two years on the prelim- 
inary work, they are not very serious. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This is actual construction, not preliminary work. 

Mr. Nessirr: No; that is in the case of an advanced line. 

Mr. Bennett: In survey and actual construction work. 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: In the first case, as to the amount, fifteen per cent of it 1s 
eapital stock, and as to the extension, there is fifteen per cent bond issue. Of course 
the amount actually due depends on what the company puts in for capital stock in 
one case, and what it puts into its bond issue in the other. If the company desires 
they can have the capital stock very small and the bond issue very large. Why should 
you limit the fifteen per cent in the case of the main line for the capital stock. You 
might have capital stock $5,000 a mile and the bond issue $15,000. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Parliament would not permit it at $5,000 a mile. 

Mr. Bennerr: If they will carry their capital stock as low as you suggest, of 
course that is some assurance that they probably mean business. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: If the companies realize that they must spend fifteen per 
cent in two years they will make their capital stock small and the bond issue large. 

Mr. Bennett: Parliament won’t let them. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I know one case where Parliament let them have a capital 
stock of $100,000, and the bond issue was very large, because it is out of the bond 
issue they build the road. 

Mr. Curysirer, K.C.: There is an understanding as to the amount per mile of 
capital stock. 

Mr. Nespitr: Yes, we never let any of them pass without $10,000 per mile. 


, 


Section adopted. 


On section 168, location of line. 
APPROVAL OF BOARD. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Why not consider in dealing with this section the views of 
the Senate? I was impressed at the time with the desirability of getting the approval 
of the Board before going to Parliament. It did not seem to me quite consistent that 
Parliament should approve of a route for a railway and authorize its construction 
and that the Board should have power to declare that the construction of such a line 
would not be in the public interest. It seems to me that the company should go to 
the Board and get approval and then come to Parliament. 

Mr. Bennett: A man conceives the idea of a railway; he takes a map and lays 
it down and comes to Parliament, gets a charter. The map shows the route in a general 
way. There may never have been even a survey and he just draws a line across the 
map. As to the practice heretofore prevailing in Canada, it was felt that there should 
be some authority exercised before the promoter would be allowed to commence work. 
There should be a survey before a charter is granted. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Has the committee ever given thought to the question now, 
tha: we have a Railway Board and are proposing to give that Board the right to deter- 
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mine—irrespective of Parliament, because that is what it means—whether certain 
things shall be granted and the Board can undo what Parliament has done—has the 
Committee considered whether the whole thing could not be made effective without 
coming to Parliament at all? 

Mr. Bennerr: Yes. We all remember that the late Senator Davis raised the 
question in the Senate, and the whole thing was discussed. ‘The proposition was to 
have parties desirous of obtaining charters for construction of railways to go before the 
Railway Board and have that Board issue the charter. 


Mr. Macponetn: The difficulty about it is that I am largely in sympathy with the 
views of Dr. Pugsley. I have been attending the Railway Committee for the last 
fourteen years, and it would be almost impossible to enumerate the number of rough- 
hewn applications that come there. Men get a map and draw a line across it with a 
pencil, and they put up enough fees to get them to Parliament and make an applica- 
tion for a charter. These charters have been granted indiscriminately. No one has 
passed upon the route or the nature of the proposition. 


Mr. Bennerr: In many cases there has been no reconnaissance survey and no 
information given. We give them a charter, and define in the Act the route the rail- 
way shall take. They take it to the Railway Board and the Board is because of our 
action largely confined to that route. They have no discretion as to the wisdom or 
unwisdom of the route, or of the need of railway in that section; they practically have 
to adopt the route we have given them. The company should first qualify by giving 
proper evidence of the feasibility of the route, and it should be looked over by the 
officers of the Railway Commission appointed for that purpose. Afterwards let them 
come to Parliament and say, “We have had our scheme approved and our details 
sanctioned,” and then Parliament could give them an Act of incorporation. But the 
present method is beginning at the wrong end, putting the cart before the horse, and 
a lot of work is done that is quite unnecessary. 


Mr. Nespirr: I am afraid I cannot agree with Mr. Macdonell. I do not think we 
should subordinate our rights to the Railway Board, as to whether a railway through 
a certain locality, not defining exactly the line, is necessary or not necessary in the 
interest of the country. As I understand it that is what is done now. The Railway 
Committee say whether a railway shall run from a certain point to a certain point. We 
do not lay down exactly the line that it shall take. That is a matter which I think 
might properly be submitted to the Railway Commission, because they will take time 
to consider it, and put an engineer to work at it, to ascertain whether it interferes 
with any other parties. Then there is often a dispute as to whether a railway should 
go through a town or near a town. I think that could be left to the Railway Commis- 
sion. The Grand Trunk Pacific runs two or three miles out of Saskatoon, a most 
inconvenient sort of thing. The Railway Commission should be allowed to say whether 
the line shall go out there or not, but whether the representatives of the pepole should 
say whether the line was necessary to that country or not. We should be the first to 
say, and if we say it is necessary, the Railway Commission should be authorized to 
locate the line, so that no other line is duplicated, and see that it goes through the towns 
it is supposed to serve. : 


The CuHairMAN: Have you any objection to the line being located by the Railway 
Board in the public interest, as this section reads, ‘“‘ If the Board deems that the con- 
struction of a railway upon the proposed location or upon any portion thereof is not 
in the public interest, it shall refuse the approval of the whole or of such portion.” 

Mr. Jounson, K.C.: That is exactly what Mr. Nesbitt says. 

Mr. Bennett: What Mr. Nesbitt has said is what this section endeavours to say. 


Mr. Nespitt: I do not think they should be allowed to refuse to permit a railway 
to be built between two points. 
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Mr. Beyverrt: All they have to do is to take the location submitted to them. 
Mr. Nespirr: That is the idea. 


Hon. Mr. Puastey: I really believe it would be a great reform if we would allow 
the Secretary of State and the Railway Board to grant the Charter and to do every- 
thing necessary, instead of coming to Parliament for it and causing a waste of time 
which might better be devoted to something else. 

The Cuairman: This will provide a remedy. 


Hon. Mr. Puestry: No, it will not. The Company will still have to come to 
Parliament first and the whole matter will continue to be discussed, with solicitors 
in attendance here, and the time of Parliament taken up in a wholly unnecessary way. 
I remember talking to the late Mr. Creelman, before he died, and he was very strongly 
in favour of having the charter granted by the Secretary of State, with the appro- 
val of the Railway Board. He spoke of the rapid procedure in the case of the Rail- 
way built to Spokane, where, instead of having to wait for legislation, the Company 
was able to get the necessary permission quickly and then go ahead and complete the 
line in a very short time. It strikes me that it would be very much better to have the 
Charter granted by the Secretary of State and the Board of Railway Commissioners. 

Mr. Bennett: Of course, that would change the whole system of our legislative 
jurisdiction. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: So it does, but when we pass this Bill we give the Board of 
Railway ‘Commissioners very great and very proper power. Now, why not go a little 
further and leave it to the Board to approve of the proposed Charter, and then have 
the Charter issued by the Secretary of State. 

Mr. Bennett: If we do that the Special Act disappears and we merely have the 
General Railway Act, like the Companies Act, which applies to every railway. There 
is no reason why it should not be done, but in doing it the principle upon which the 
Act is based would be entirely upset. There would have to be a provision inserted that 
the Charter should appear in the statutes, the same as Orders in Council do every 
year, so that we could have a record of all the Companies created. 

Mr. Macpone.u: In the case of practically nine-tenths of the legislation we are 
putting through, the procedure is as follows: A bill comes up before the Railway Com- 
mittee to incorporate, we will say, the A & B Railway, running for a distance of 500 
miles in the West. Some member gets up and says, “J introduced this Bill, and it 
will go through a certain town”, or makes a general statement about it, and the Bill 
is agreed to without hearing the merits or demerits of the scheme, or learning the 
views of the municipality or municipalities interested. Now, while we are not in a 
position to ascertain all the necessary information, the Railway Commissioners are. 
They can and do bring out all the facts which should be elicited in the public interest. 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: In the Board of Railway Commissioners you have disinter- 
ested men who are constantly dealing with these subjects. 

Mr. Macponeti: An impartial Board that can make due inquiry. But, as Mr. 
Bennett has said, we shall be changing the principle upon which the Act now rests. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 168—Loeation of line. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I would suggest cutting out the heading “approval of 
Board,” and allow the heading “Location of line” to remain. 


Section adopted as amended. 


On Section 180—Unauthorized changes forbidden. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not suppose that anything I say will affect the view of 
the Committee, but I am instructed by the Grand Trunk that upon principle they 
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object to the section forbidding them from “removing, closing or abandoning any 
station, or divisional point, without leave of the Board. I have no instructions as to 
the Company’s reasons for the objection, except that they think it is a domestic 
matter which they should be allowed to determine. 

Mr. Nespitt: If the Company can show cause the Board would not refuse to 
allow them to make the change, and if cause cannot be shown the prohibition is quite 
proper. 

Mr. Bennett: You have overlooked the joker, that the Company shall compen- 
sate its employees as the Board deems proper for any financial loss caused to them by 
change of residence necessitated to them thereby. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Isn’t that a fair provision to make? Take a divisional point 
where the men’s homes are located. If that divisional point be changed it is certainly 
unfair to compel the employees to sell their homes at a sacrifice. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: At all events, Parliament enacted the provision 1 two or three 
years ago, and I don’t think it ought to be changed. 


Section adopted. P 


On section 186—Industrial spurs. 

Hon. Mr. Puastry: In requiring a company to pay the whole cost of a spur, the 
Government deals more harshly with railway companies than it does with the Inter- 
colonial. The Government itself pays a portion of the cost. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No, I don’t think so. I think we pay it all. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: The Government allows for the rails and ties, whereas the 
person constructing has to pay for the road-bed. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We have adopted the standard agreement of the other 
roads now. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I am interested in a spur. Under the standard agreement 
the Government pays the cost of the spur and charges to the applicant 6 per cent 
interest. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: That 6 per cent interest is levied on the rails, but all roads 
do that. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Under this section the cost of the rails has to be recouped to 
the applicant, and I was wondering if the railway companies were raising any 
objection. 

Mr. Sinciair: Does not the Intereolonial Railway charge a rental ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It does. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: In this section we are compelling railway companies to make 
heavier payments than the Government does. 

Mr. Macponeti: The Railway Board has to approve of it, apparently. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: The Board may approve of the form of the agreement. It 
seems reasonable. 

Mr. Nessirr: As a matter of fact, in practice interest is charged on the cost of 
the rails. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: That certainly cannot be legally done under this section. 

Mr. W. F. Maciean: Where is there provision to meet the case of another railroad 
using an industrial spur? 

Mr. Bennett: That is covered by the section dealing with interchange of traffic. 

Mr. Macuean: I want to know whether such a ease is provided for. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, in section 187, dealing with the use of the spur for 
another industry. 
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Mr. Mactran: My own idea is that industrial spurs should be accessible to everyone 
on equal terms. Once they are installed they should be accessible to all railways. 

Hon. Mr. CocHrane: There might not be room for more. 

Mr. Mactean: If there is, it ought to be within the discretion of the Railway 
Board to say they shall be accessible. 

The Cuatrman: I will read Section 187, and you will see what the provision is, 
Mr. Maclean. 

Mr. Mactean: Does that apply to traffic from another railway? 

The Cuamman: No, it does not. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Provision can easily be made, if intended, in Section 194. 
Subsection 5 of that section deals with the joint use of tracks. 

Mr. Bennett: What Mr. Maclean means is that the engines, locomotives and 
motive power of another railway should be put on the spur. That has to be approved 
by the Board of Railway Commissioners. 


Mr. Maciran: A great many industrial spurs are more or less regarded as private 
property, and other companies cannot use them even if they are anxious to pay for the 
privilege. I want it set out clearly in the new Act that other companies may use 
these spurs, on payment of a fair consideration, under regulation by the Board of 
Railway Commissioners. 

Mr. Bennett: They can do that now. 

Mr. Nuspgirr: Section 187 provides for that. 

Mr. Bennetr: Section 187 only covers the case of other industries. 

Mr. Nespitr: As a matter of fact, where you have a switch on a railway and want 
to take in another railway’s cars, the railway upon which the switch is, will take them 
all the way through. 

Mr. Bennett: Absolutely, and the Board of Railway Commissioners regulates 
that now. 

Mr. Nessirr: As a matter of practice that is what is done. 

Mr. Bennett: As a matter of law, certainly. 

Mr. Mactean: Is the provision clearly set out? 

Mr. BEnneETT: It is. 

Section adopted. 


On section 187—Use of spur for another industry. 

Mr. Buam: The Railway Commissioners are of the opinion it would tend to clear- 
ness if you would amend the section by striking out the comma after the word “ done” 
in the second line, and perhaps adding the words “ or notwithstanding.” The section 
would then read, “‘ Notwithstanding any agreement or arrangement made or notwith- 
standing anything done under the last preceding section, the Board may” ete. In 
discussing this matter with the Commissioners the opinion was held that the section 
did not make clear what agreement or arrangement may be made with the company 
irrespective of section 186. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: What you mean is that it is feared something may be done, 
under an agreement or arrangement, altogether apart from section 186. 

Mr. Buair: Quite so. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: I would suggest the adoption of this amendment: “ Notwith- 
standing anything done under the last preceding section, and notwithstanding any 
agreement made thereunder or otherwise.” 


Section, as amended, adopted. 
Committee adjourned until to-morrow. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 
May 2, 1917. 


The committee met at 11.10 a.m. 


Mr. H. B. MeGIVERN and Mr. Andrew Hayden were present on behalf of the 
Canadian Northern. 


Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: Yesterday the committee passed over section 169, and 
following sections, with reference to the plan, profile and book of reference. There 
was a point involved there that was discussed some days ago, in connection with the 
taking of an easement, on the definition of land in the second section. If you will 
refer to the second section, subsection 15, you will see that land is there defined as 
meaning, among others, “any easement, servitude, right, privilege or interest in, to, 
upon, over or in respect of the same. That is as it is printed. I mentioned to the 
committee at the time that although that was apparently intended to give the Rail- 
way Companies, or other Companies operating under the Act, the power of taking 
an easement, it did not effectively do so, and sections 169 and 170 do not confer 
that right either. An amendment will therefore be required. I have been dis- 
cussing the matter with Mr. Johnston, and he understands what is needed and 
agrees with me about it. If it is the wish of the committee that such power should 
be given, the addition of a subsection will be required, giving the company the power 
to take an easement from lands when required without acquiring the land 
itself by serving a notice, defining the easement necessary as of the planting of a 
post, the carrying of a wire, or the carrying of a bridge, in each case defining 
exactly what the Company wishes to take, accompanied with proper plans of the 
work proposed to be constructed and the area of land to be affected, and making an 
offer for that privilege which the proprietor can accept or refuse just as he wishes. 
In many cases the result will be just as already proposed by the section which you 
have passed, allowing the Company to take the land and give back an easement. 
Following the reverse operation, you will leave the man his land but subject to an 
easement, and for that the Company will pay full compensation. There is no such 
power under the Act as it stands, and the consequence is it is a wasteful system 
unless by agreement the things which I have indicated are carried out, because the 
Railway Company is required to take and pay for land which it does not need and 
which becomes waste land; it is only used for the purpose of putting something over 
it, which does not really interfere with the use of the land at all. Im some eases 
the thing put over may be a much more serious one than in others. Im the ease of 
a bridge, for instance, with a wide arch, a good deal of the value of the land, for 
passage, at all events, may be left to the proprietor, which relieves the Company from 
the necessity of paying the cost of the whole of the land. 


Mr. Sivcrair: Give us an illustration of what you mean when you say it would 
be advisable to allow an easement without taking the land. 


Mr. Curyster: A common case is either an overhead bridge, or overhead wires 
for power companies, or the putting of a pipe under the soil, or it may be a stone or 
a concrete sewer. You cannot do any of these things without taking the whole of the 
land, and sufficient quantity on either side, which is, of course, the property of the 
railway and which they can sell back again if they do not require it under the 
present Act. 
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The Cuamman: I understand, gentlemen, that Mr. Johnston would like to have 
this clause stand. 


Mr. Sinciair: We discussed this matter before, and the idea at that time was 
that they had better take the land, that where the Company wanted an easement it 
should take the land too. 


Mr. Macponett: That is my understanding, and I have the marginal note 
“stands” with respect to subsection 15 of section 2, on the occasion of the former 
discussion. I took rather strong grounds at the time and I am still of the opinion 
I was then—in fact, Mr. Chrysler has just corroborated what was in my mind: he 
tells us to-day frankly that the Railway Company, up to the present time, has no 
power to take an easement or servitude out of land, that it must pay for the land 
and then that it will only exercise a servitude or easement and the land is waste. 
But that is from the railway’s point of view. Now, what Mr. Chrysler proposes would 
have the very same effect, only the waste Jand would be left on the hands of the 
owner. If you take certain kinds of easements out of the land and not the land 
itself, that land is left.on the hands of the owner and is practically waste land. 

Hon. Mr. Rem: In many cases. 

Mr. Macponetu: In many cases. Now, the importance of this legislation lies in 
the fact that it is entirely new. Up to the present time the railways have not had 
the rights that subsection 15 of section 2 is giving them. That is a most ample and 
wide power: the right to take and acquire “any easement, servitude, right, privilege 
or interest in, to, upon, over or in respect of the same”, that is, of any land. It does 
seem to me that is a most revolutionary section. J agree that there are cases—for 
example, the instance mentioned to us by Mr. Ruel the other day with respect to 
the Montreal tunnel—where a right of easement is necessary for a railway to have. 
That was a case of the kind, and the easement granted there was a very proper thing. 
However, that is an exception, and I doubt very much the propriety or wisdom of 
giving such wide general power to a Railway Company to take easements in land 
and leave that land on the hands of the owner, which will be practically worthless, 
waste land. 

Mr. Nessitt: Do not we leave it to the Board of Railway Commissioners to say 
whether a Company shall have the right to take an easement or not? 

Mr. Macponeti: All you leave to the Board is the assessment of damages. 

Mr. Nessirt: I understand that subsection 15 was allowed to stand the last time 
we discussed it. 

Mr. Macponett: “Stands” is the marginal note I have made with respect to 
it. It was considered but not passed. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The note I have with respect to subsection 15 of section 
2 is that it will stand until section 223 is reached. 

The CHamRMAN: Why not allow the section to stand until Mr. Macdonell, Mr. 
Johnston and Mr. Chrysler get together and frame something suitable? 

Mr. Nessirr: I would like Mr. Chrysler to draft a section in order that we 
might see what he has in mind. 

Mr. Curyster: I shall be very pleased to do so. 

Mr. LicutHatt: I represent the Union of Canadian Municipalities and would 
briefly say that we regard such a demand as a very dangerous one. It is one of those 
things that will affect all our citizens, all our properties, and I know that the stand 
taken, by our principal municipalities at least, is very strongly against any such 
request. 

Mr. Nespitt: We appreciate the seriousness of it fully as much as the muni- 
cipalities. 
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Mr. Bennett: Illustrating the point raised by Mr. Chrysler, I had three cases 
which occurred one after the other. One was with respect to the laying of a concrete 
pipe of large size. Under the law as it stood I had to expropriate the fee simple to 
the whole of the land in order to lay that pipe. The pipe was laid deeply underground 
and the land above it might well be cultivated, and in fact was afterwards cultivated. 
As the law stood, it necessitated the expropriation of the whole of the land and the 
fencing of it on either side. It caused me considerable difficulty because we had so to 
do, and we had to let the farmer get back an easement on the Jand we had taken. 
The next case was one in which it was necessary to carry an overhead structure over 
a ravine. All that was wanted was the power to put two piers on either side and 
carry the structure over the land. The placing of the piers was a very simple thing, 
but inasmuch as the carrying of the structure from pier to pier was really the use 
of the owner’s land to the extent of an easement and destroyed his right or power 
of movement over his land, we had, as the law stood—it was my own opinion and [I 
may have been wrong—to acquire all the land between the piers in order that we 
might be able to carry that structure over it. The other case, and I may frankly 
say that I was interested in the matter, was the carrying of wires, electric power 
wires, over land. Under the Railway Act power is given to expropriate farm land, 
but in this case the farmers owning the land did not care to give the fee simple to 
land to enable the wires to be strung from pole to pole, and so we-bought by agree- 
ment. In that case there was an easement which gave us the right to plant the poles, 
and in the event of the wires being destroyed, through storm or otherwise, we were 
to repair them and to pay compensation for any injury that might be done to the 
crop, the right of ingress and egress for the purpose of repairing the poles or wires 
always being subject to that provision with respect to compensation. As J understand. 
the proposition now before the Committee does nothing more and insofar as cities 
are concerned the question of compensation is fixed by the Arbitration Board in 
the same way as if the fee simple were taken. 


Mr. MAcDonELL: No. 


Mr. Bennetr: It may be that the measure of compensation would be larger, 
but the Board fixes compensation just as it does with the fee simple which is taken. 


Mr. Macponett: Not necessarily. Suppose it is an easement that shuts’ out 
the light. 

Mr. Macponett: Then the measure of damages, in that case as in all others, 
depends upon the character of the evidence that is submitted. I know of a case 
out in Macleod in which the measure of damages was as great as though the soil 
lad been taken in its entirety. In the case of cities I know of instances where the 
easement has been compensated for and that compensation has been of some value. 


Mr. LightHatit: In most cases the expropriation is regarded as a misfortune. 


Mr. Bennett: Always. I think, Mr. Lighthall, we may start with the assump- 
tion that expropriation is regarded as the operation of an extraordinary right, and 
that the expropriation of every property is looked upon as a misfortune, although in 
practice, I am bound to say, it may be good fortune. 


Mr. Nessirr: I can conceive of cases where an easement may be to the bene- 
fit of the person whose land is crossed. Mr. Chrysler might draft a section under 
which a railway company or other corporation, desirous of getting an easement, 
should first obtain the consent of the Railway Board, and that the damages should 
not be permanently fixed because a great many veople are unable to tell what the 
permanent damage may be at the time the easement is granted. 

Mr. Licurnatt: I have suggested to Mr. Chrysler that, the cities, towns and 


villages should be excepted in whatever clause is drawn by him. That would i 
the areas of the difficulty very considerably. 
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Mr. Bennett: Except with respect to carrying drains through pipes. I had a 
case with reference to drains and ultimately, by agreement, I fixed it up. 


Mr. Macponeti: If you except the drain pipe, you are making special legislation. 
If the company can get an easement to run a pipe under a piece of land, and they do 
not disturb the surface, it would be a comparatively trifling amount of damage. A man 
will be deprived of the use of his land that he has the right to naturally, to the centre 
of the earth, or some other away down place, and at the same time the Company 
would be only paying a trifle for it. I can quite imagine the cases of hardship which 
have been cited by Mr. Bennett. 


Mr. Nespitt: Would it not be right for them to apply to the Board, as I suggest, 
for a right to take that easement. 

Mr. Macponett: I think not. If you get in to the city with the multiplicity of 
applications of railway and other companies, who desire to string wires and erect poles, 
and so on, you would simply destroy the city, because they could take easements of 
every nature and kind, lands, servitudes, etc., they could create noxious odours. That 
legislation is all right enough in certain cases, and you would simply say “I am taking 
a servitude.” 

Mr. Nessitt: Do you think’ any sensible Board will allow that? 

Mr. MacpnonE.ti: I think a large city should be exempt from this provision. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I might mention that this discussion has been precipitated 
because the Committee passed yesterday section 169. That section provides what the 
plan, profile and book of reference filed by the railway company shall show. You have 
laid over for the present the definition of the words “lands” as contained in the inter- 
pretation clause. 

Mr. Nessirt: That is of section 15? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes. If you propose to pass the section as it stands, it will 
be necessary to do something to section 169, because you will see the language of 169 is 
not appropriate to the acquisition of easements. It requires among other things that 
the plan will show the areas, the length and width of the lands proposed to be taken, 
but manifestly that does not cover the proper description of an easement, and because 
yesterday we passed section 169 without having passed subsection 15 of section 2, I 
drew the matter to the attention of Mr. Chrysler, and pointed out that if it was intended 
to give the railways power to take the easements, section 169 would have to be supple- 
mented. While we are dealing with that point I may say that it has been held in 
England that language that is similar to the present Railway Act does include an 
easement. That is to say that in the land clauses of the Consolidation Act of 1845, the 
word “lands” shall extend to all messuages, lands, tenements, and hereditaments of 
any tenure. That is similar to the present Railway Act. This would have been held 
to include easements. 

Mr. Bennett: I was of opinion that I was quite right in expropriating an ease- 
ment as well as expropriating a fee simple. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Are Mr, Lighthall and the municipalities not protected by 
the proposed section 373, which provides that no company shall have the right to enter 
upon any street without the consent of the municipality, or in default therefor without 
the Order of the Board? Are the municipalities not sufficiently protected by that? 

Mr. LicntHatt: We speak not only for the municipalities as corporations, but for 
the citizens as well. I am referring to that phase of it. 

Mr. Sinctair: How would it do to decide on the principle of this clause? It 
seems to me there is some difference of opinion, and if we decide we are going to allow 
them to expropriate an easement independent of the land, it will be necessary to’ get 
someone to draft the clauses as we decide to have them. I am inclined to leave the Act 
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as itis. I think that would compel the railway and telegraph companies to expropriate 
the land. : 

The Cuamman: Supposing we leave this matter over and allow Mr. Chrysler to 
frame a clause that he thinks will cover this, and consult with Mr. Lighthall in regard 
to it? We might allow it to ‘stand over for the present until we have something 
definite before us. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Did the Committee pass the clause yesterday with reference 
to the method of obtaining charters for railways? 

Mr. Nessirt: We discussed the question of Charters. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: And the question as to the location of the road? 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: The duties of the minister are now delegated to the Railway 
Board. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Heretofore they came to the Railway Committee and got their 
charter. In securing that charter they had only a general outline of their route, and 
as a matter of practice the railway ran from “A” to “B.” Sometimes it had to run 
into “ O,” but oftener it was pretty general. Then when the time came for construc- 
tion they came to the Minister of Railways and had to file their plan and profile of the 
line, and he had to approve of it in a general way. After he had approved of it in 
a general way then the plans were filed with the Board of Railway Commissioners. 
They had to adhere to the approval of the minister, except this, that they could vary 
the line one mile either way, I think... It might seem to be a little roundabout in the 
multiplicity of machinery, but it gave the public at least three avenues of protection. 
First the Railway Committee could protect the public in saying generally where the 
line should run. Then the minister could get it down a little more definitely, but if 
he happened to make an_error, the Board of Railway Commissioners could vary that 
one mile either way. 


Mr. Bennerr: That did not take them into Saskatoon. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: I was not minister at the time, but I know it did not. The 
Board of Railway Commissioners brought them as near to Saskatoon as they could by 
the minister’s approval. This will relieve the minister of a great deal of responsibility. 
Whether it will be the same safeguard to the public as to-leave it to one body, without 
practicably any appeal from that body, I do not know. 


The CuHairman: This was pretty thoroughly discussed yesterday. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: I apologize for bringing it up, but it was a matter I had a good 
deal to do with. 


The CuatrMANn: It was the unanimous wish of the committee it should pass. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Not exactly unanimous. It gives the Railway Board the 
power to absolutely nullify the action of Parliament. I think it is undignified and 
improper. ; 

Hon. Mr. Grawam: Under this the Board can say, “ You cannot build the road 
at all.” I think that is giving the Board too much power. Supposing from my view- 
point I was agreeable to giving the Board power to say where the road should go, 
should we place in the hands of three or four men the power to say, after we have 
decided that a road shall be built, that that line shall not be constructed? Are they in 
a verter position to judge of a policy of this Parliament—not of the detail but of 
policy ? 


Mr. Nessirr: I do not understand section 168 to put it that way. 


Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Yes, they can absolutely stop proceedings and say the charter 
shall be null and void. 
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Hon. Mr. Rem: Subsection 3, of section 168, says :— 


But if the Board deems that the construction of a railway upon the pro- 
posed location or upon any portion thereof is not in the public interest, it shall 
refuse approval of the whole or of any such portion, and in any case where the 
Board deems it in the public interest it may, as to any portion of the proposed 
railway, make any order or require the taking of any proceedings provided for 
by section 194 of this Act.” 


That means that after Parliament passes that Act they can nullify it. 

Mr. Bennett: That is with reference to the location. 

Hon. Mr. Puestry: According to the Act if the Board deems that the construc- 
tion of a railway upon a proposed location, or upon any portion thereof, is not in 
the public interest, it shall refuse approval. 

Mr. Bennert: Yes. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: It gives them absolute power to say that a proposed line is 
too near some other line and they can refuse the company permission to construct. 
Suppose a company proposes to construct a line from Hamilton to Toronto the Board 
may say, “ No, that is too near other lines.” 

Mr. Beynerr: But no Charter was ever granted by Parliament in terms of that 
character. We cannot say to a company in general terms you may build from Ham- 
ilton to Toronto. The map submitted to the Railway Committee must contain more 
general information than that. It is open for the Board to permit the line to be con- 
structed along the location submitted. That is what that section is for. For instance, 
had that power been there and had the Board exercised it, the Canadian Northern, 
the Grand Trunk Pacific and the C.P.R. would not be running parallel to one another 
for so long a distance on the western plain. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry.: Parliament should be the judge of that. 

Mr. Beynerr: It comes down to a question whether the Railway Committee, with 
a Bill submitted by some promoter, to build from “ A” to “ B,” is better able to know 
what is in the public interest than the Board of experts who are to determine whether 
the traffic is sufficient to keep up only one road, or whether it is sufficient to divide 
the traffic between two roads. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Taking the other view, suppose the Railway Committee gives 
very careful consideration to the granting of a Charter—and I believe in the future 
greater consideration and more care will be exercised, because the territory is getting 
pretty well filled up—as a matter of fact that has to be submitted to the Committee 
‘of the whole House and to Parliament. Suppose the Government had a policy in 
regard to railway construction, and had approved of a certain line of railway being 
built, I should hesitate to support a clause that would even make it doubtful whether 
the Board of Railway Commissioners could circumvent the Government and Parlia- 
ment and all of us by refusing to approve of a location at all, and sitting tight and 
saying, “No, I will not approve of that location, and we will not approve of this 
location.” They might curtail the power of Government, and they might over-ride 
Parliament in that way. 

Mr. Bennetr: The Railway and Canal Committee in England exercised power 
greater in extent than any power exercised by our Board of Railway Commissioners, 
but I do not remember what their powers are with reference to the location. Do you 
liappen to remember, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: My understanding of the English system is that the Railway 
Hoard sits in the House of Commons and is the Railway Committee, and you have 
to bring your plans there showing to the inch almost where your line of railway is 
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to run, and the plan is approved before the Charter is granted. That would be im- 
practicable here. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: That would be a sensible thing to do. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That Committee hears opposition from municipalities, etc. 

Hon. Mr. Puasury: That is a reasonable thing to do. Here, as Mr. Graham says, 
we do not allow any appeal from the decisions on questions of law, and I do not 
think we ought to nullify what the Government or Parliament may decide upon. 

Mr. Bennerr: The principle is a simple one. The question is whether or not we 
should adopt it. 

Mr. Grauam: Suppose it were decided that a certain Company should build a cer- 
tain road. That may be a matter of Government policy. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: And the Government may think that one location is a fair 
and proper one and in the public interest. 

Hon. Mr. Grawam: I should not eare to see the Board of Railway Commissioners 
over-ride what Parliament has decreed after very careful consideration. 

Mr. Bennett: Yet in practice here is what happens in certain cases: Take banks, 
for example. The power is given them by statute to amalgamate. The shareholders 
approve of amalgamation, the necessary steps are taken, but the Minister of Finance 
refuses to give his consent. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The Minister of Finance is responsible to the public. 

Mr. Brennerr: It is much more important to have a tribunal that cannot be log 
rolled. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: We can get after the Minister of Finance if he does wrong. 

Mr. Nessirr: I do not think the Railway Board should have the right to nullify 
entirely any action taken by Parliament. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: In Section 168 they have such power. 

Mr. Nespirt: The Board should have power, of course, to approve of the general 
route of a railway. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: It would relieve the Minister of Railways of a great respon- 
sibility, and perhaps the public would be just as well served, but I do not think that 
when Parliament has made up its mind with respect to a certain matter the Railway 
Board should be in a position to say “ No, we will not do it.” 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Suppose Parliament authorizes the building of a railway, 
which may be in the public interest, after very careful consideration. The Railway 
Board might say: “ We do not think it is desirable. The location is going to inter- 
fere with the traffic of other lines, and it is not needed. We will not approve of that 
location at all.’ The Board would have that power. 

Mr. Bennett: Great powers, under Act of Parliament, are given to tribunals, 
but we must always assume that there will be a reasonable exercise of them. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Like Dr. Pugsley I believe that Parliament, being supreme, 
should not surrender its authority. It is not to be supposed that Parliament will ever 
pass any Act which would be on its face so absurd as to deserve to be over-ridden by 
the Railway Board. We gave the Board powers, and I am one of those who believe 
that such powers should be ample powers, so that they might administer the Railway 
Act in the public interest; but when Parliament has authorized a Railway Company 
to build a line from such and such a point to a certain other point, for the Railway 
Board afterwards to say: “ Parliament was wrong and we will put its decision to one 
side,” is a pretty severe reflection on the supreme authority. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Do you not think, Mr. Bennett, that giving this absolute power 
to the Board would tend to make members, both in the House and in the Railway 
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Committee, more lax and more careless than they ought to be. I am afraid there would 
be a tendency on the part of members to say, “ Oh, what’s the odds? Why incur this 
man’s hostility by opposing his Bill. Let the Railway Commission look after it and 
‘stop it if there is any impropriety about it.” 

Mr. Bennett: That is such an apt description of what takes place now. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: But it should not take place. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Looking at the past I do not think we can properly reflect 
upon Parliament in the matter of railway legislation. On the whole, Parliament has 
been pretty careful and no great harm has resulted from the granting of charters. I 
do not see why, in discussing this matter, one should go to extremes and say, “ We 
have not done any good at all.” 

Mr. Bennett: Had there been a practical exercise of the powers provided for in 
this section, this country would have been saved a million dollars a month. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: I do not agree with that at all. 

Mr. Bennett: All you have to do is to read the figures and look at the map. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: I do not believe that any railway charters have been granted 
which have been otherwise than beneficial. 

Mr. Bennett: I do not think you should say that seriously. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: I do not think that we should denude ourselves of all powers. 

Mr. Sincuair: I do not think there is any ground for undue alarm. We have 
already conferred large powers upon the Railway Board in the belief that it was in 
the public interest. For example, the Board has been given the right to fix rates. 
Parliament would still possess that power if it had not divested itself of it. We have 
denuded ourselves of a great many powers. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Consider how far-reaching the granting of such power might 
be in effect. Suppose Parliament decided that a certain policy was necessary in the 
interest of Canadian defence, and some board of strategy were to say: “ No, that is a 
bad policy, we will not carry it out.” 

Mr. Bennett: That is what has happened in England for years. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: The conditions in England are far different from what they 
are here. 

My. Bennett: They have a committee of experts in whom they have vested control 
over the expenditure of money. However, Mr. Johnson has made a suggestion which 
- might meet the difficulties and still preserve the exercise of discretion by the Board, 
but depriving it of the power to nullify Parliament’s actions, as suggested by Mr. 
Pugsley. If subsection 3 of section 168 were modified, and subsections 4 and 5 of 
section 194 remain, then the discretional power would still be vested in the Board, but 
the right to absolutely nullify the action of Parliament would be removed. Let me 
read subsection 4 of section 194 (reads) :— 

“4 Where the proposed location of any new railway is close to or in the 
neighbourhood of an existing railway, and the Board is of opinion that it is 
undesirable in the public interest to have the two separate rights of way in such 
vicinity, the Board may, when it deems proper, upon the application of any 

.~  eompany, municipality or person interested, or of its own motion, order that the 
company constructing such new railway shall take the proceedings provided for 
in subsection 1 of this section to such extent as the Board deems necessary in 
order to avoid having such separate rights of way.” 


That deals with the utilization of existing rights by a new company. Now then, take 
subsection 5 (reads) : 


“5. The Board, in any case where it deems it in the public interest to 
avoid the construction of one or more new railways close to or 1m the neighbour- 


tas 
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hood of an existing railway, or to avoid the construction of two or more new 
railways close to or in the neighbourhood of each other, may, on the applica- 
tion of any company, municipality or person interested, or of its own motion, 
make such order or direction for the joint or common use, or construction and 
use, by the companies owning, constructing or operating such railways, or one 
right of way, with such number of tracks, and such terminals, stations and 
other facilities, and such arrangements respecting them, as may be deemed 
necessary or desirable.” 


Now, it seems to me those two subsections with the modification of subsection 3 of 
Section 168 ought to meet the views of all the members of this Committee. 

The Cuarman: As I understand it, the minister is in favour of the clause as 
it stands. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: I should think the minister would be anxious to secure unan- 
imity of opinion, and therefore would not be unreasonable. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: I suggest that the provision be reconsidered and that Messrs. 
Bennett and Johnston be a sub-committee to frame a more suitable section. 

The Crramman: Is it the wish of the Committee that this section be reconsidered 
and that Messrs. Graham, Bennett, Johnston and Chrysler be a sub-committee to 
redraft it. 


Suggestion adopted. 


On Section 190—The taking and using of lands (Crown Lands). 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Is this a new section? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It is substantially the same as it was before. . 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Is this because the right of the Federal authority to encroach 
on provincial Crown lands is in question ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Dominion Expropriation Act makes express provision 
for the taking of provincial lands. 

Mr. Bennett: The Privy Council has given a decision in this matter. Under 
the provisions of this section there is power to take provincial Crown lands. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Suppose this Government granted a Charter and the Board 
of Railway Commissioners approve of the plan. Under this Act could the Railway 
Company expropriate provincial lands? _ 

Mr. Macponeti: They have no power under this Act to do it, and this Govern- 
ment cannot give them such power. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Suppose it were desired to run over some of the lands owned 
by the province. 

Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: The land is the property of the Crown and not the province. 
If a competent legislative authority says that a Railway Company can take the land 
of the Crown, whether it is vested in the province or the Dominion, you have got 
your right there. 

Mr. Macponetu: Oh, no. 

Mr. Bennett: A decision was given by the Privy Council in an electrie light 
ease in the province of Quebec about three years ago, as to the power of expro- 
priation where the Company had a Federal charter. 

Hon. Mr. GraHamM: That the Dominion had the power to expropriate lands in 


the Crown in the provinces, and could delegate that power to a railway, is that 
the idea? 
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Mr. Beynert: It is the conferring of the right of eminent domain upon the 
creature of the Parliament of Canada. Is not that the story? 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The question was raised some years ago when I was in 
the legislature of Ontario, and there was quite a clash about it. I was wondering 
whether the question had been settled in the interim or whether there was any pro- 
vision in this Bill with respect to it. 

Section adopted. 


On section 200,—Lands taken without consent. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The words “Subject to the provisions of the next follow- 
ing section” have been added, but that is of no importance. I am asked by the rail- 
way Companies to suggest that it should be made clear that where the Railway passes 
through a sub-division it may take the whole of any lot laid down upon the sub- 
division by paying for it. The railway companies have power under section 205 to 
purchase more land than they require, where they can purchase the whole thing on 
more advantageous terms. The railway companies say that sometimes people make 
plans for sub-division in advance of the laying of the rail, and when the railway 
reaches them they may find a man has laid out lots of 150 or 200 feet in depth, and 
the railway can only take 100 feet, and has to pay big damages. They say it is 
only reasonable that they should be able to take the whole lot in the event of a plan of 
sub-division being made. 

Hon. Mr. Puestey: Js it reasonable that the railway company should make a 
profit from the rest of the land rather than the owner of the land? I think the 
companies should be very well content with the power we have given them. 

Mr. Bennett: That is not the point. 

Hon.* Mr. Pucstey: Yes. They may expropriate the whole lot whether they 
require it for a raitway or not, and not allow an individual who has foresight, 
and lays out his land, believing the railway is going to come there, to derive any 
benefit. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The way it was put to me was this: a lot is 150 feet 
or 120 feet in depth. The railway has only the right to take 100 feet for right 
of way, leaving a man with 20 feet. The man claims that he has a right to be com- 
pensated, not only for the 100 feet taken, but for the damage done the other twenty 
feet. He says, “I am left with 20 feet on my hands which has no value to me at all.” 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: In that case the other 20 feet would not be much advantage 
to the railway. 

Mr. Bennett: It might be to the railway, but not to the individual. That 20 feet 
has been a constant annoyance to the municipality, and the question of fences arises, 
and I can show you where fences are separated by only 15 feet of land. One fence has 
been put up by the municipality for a street front, and the railway has been compelled 
to erect the other fence. : 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: It seems to me it is not so important that we should give the 
railway company power to take more than required for railway purposes. 

Mr. Bennett: Ve should give them some power, because the question arises with 
us in western Canada. I have had a good deal to do with these cases, and those lot 
ends have caused no end of trouble. I think we should cover it by a provision, subject 
to the order of the Board. 

Hon. Mr. Grawam: Where the lot does not exceed a certain quantity of land, I 
think the Company should be compelled to take it. 


Mr. BenneETT: Quite so. ' 
Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Yes, in the case of a small lot. 
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Hon. Mr. Granam: It creates litigation. 
Mr. MacponeLtu: Give them the power subject to the order of the Board. 
Hon. Mr. Grauam: TI think there should be power given to the Board to compel 
the company to take all the land, or whatever is necessary. : 
Hon. Mr. Pucstry: There are difficulties both ways. It might be a great hardship 
to compel the company to take more land than they needed. On the other hand, a 
company is given very wide powers, however, as a rule, they can make an easy adjust- 
ment with the landowners. 
Mr. Bennett: I remember a case which occurred in the heyday of speculation. 
It was known that the Canadian Northern was coming through Calgary. A gentleman 
acquired half a section and laid it out in lots. When the railway came along it crossed 
over those lots. The lots out there are 150 feet. It crossed them in such a way that 
in some instances they would have ten feet cut off at one end and ten feet in another 
place, and it was a difficult matter for the arbitrators to settle. Leave it to the Board 
to say what they shall take, because now they cannot compel them to take more than 
100 feet. 
Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Do hon. members not think the landowners would gladly sell 
these little pieces? 
Mr. Bennerr: They have to serve a notice in order. to expropriate what they 
desire to take. 
Hon. Mr. GraHAM: I had a lot of trouble with the little bits that were left when 
[I was head of the department. 
Mr. Beynert: These ends increase greatly in value. 
Hon. Mr. Pucstey: It would be a hardship for the company if you compelled 
them to take the whole lot. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I have drafted a proposed clause, which reads as follows: 
Where the land required for right of way forms part of a lot laid down 
on any resistered plan or sub-division, the railway may, with the approval 
of the Board, take the whole of such lot. 


Hon. Mr. Puesury: Or the railway may be compelled to take it. 


Mr. Bennett: I think in the public interest they should be compelled to take 
the whole lot. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: It looks drastic, but that difficulty arises very frequently. 
Mr. Curysier, K.C.: The Holdidge case decides that if it is a bona fide sub- 
division before the plan was filed, you have to pay for the lot, but the arbitrators 


have to take into consideration the increased value given to the land by the con- 
struction. 


Mr. Bennett: It only touches the part of the land through which the railway 
travels. It is all right in this section of the country, but where you have twenty- 
five sub-divisions surrounding a city it is a different proposition. 

Hon. Mr. Puestry: There may not be so many in the future. 


Mr. Green: Most of these cases are settled before they ever come to arbi- 
tration. Usually an agreement is reached between the Company and the owners of 
the lots. It is only the exceptional cases where the arbitration proceedings went so 
far that the Board required to sit and deal with them. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: I had trouble with this question. The parties would not go 
to arbitration. They seemed to be afraid to deal with each other, apparently. Both 
were afraid of arbitration, and they often came to me and asked me if I could not 
suggest something. Time after time I did just what the Board is given power to do, 
and they both accepted the proposition. 
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Mr. Green: I have seen quite a lot of arbitrations, and I have found as a 
rule that the company is more afraid of arbitration than the owner of the lot, and 
unless the claim was very unreasonable: they were able to reach an agreement. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Ruel, solicitor for the Canadian Northern, informed 
me that his company was defendant in the Holdidge case. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: If you try to do justice according to Mr. Graham’s idea, 
and impose the reciprocal obligation, the railway would much sooner have it the 
way it is. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: To be candid, I think it is better the way it is. If sec- 
tion 205 were made compulsory, we would be worse off, and as it stands it affords an 
opportunity of settlement, where people are reasonable. 


Section adopted. 


On section 201, subsection 6,—Deposit with Registrar of Deeds. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The old section as to deposit of plans, deposit when so 
sanctioned, deposit of plans, profile and book of reference, etc.; deposit thereof when 
so sanctioned with the Board and with Registrar of Deeds. I do not know where 
the change is made in this. It is already provided for. 

The CuatrmMan: You have no objection to it, as it is. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No, except it is not as plain as before. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I have the old section before me. It says: 


“All the provisions of this Act applicable to the taking of land with the 
consent of the owner for a right of way of the railway shall apply to the lands 
authorized in this section to be taken”, ete. 


And the deposit thereof when so sanctioned with the Board and the Registrar of 
Deeds. The provisions making it necessary to deposit plans with the Board and 
Registrar of Deeds were excluded. It is now required that this plan shall be deposited. 
So what was formerly unnecessary is now made necessary, and it seems it is reason- 
able that when they take extra land they should deposit plans. I think that should 
stand. 


Section adopted. 


On section 207—Order of judge may be had. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The purpose of the alterations in 207 is to make it perfectly 
plain that persons who have no legal right to sell must obtain an order from the 
judge. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is a condition precedent that they should obtain an order. 
It seems to be a proper change. 

Section adopted. 


On section 208,—Limitation of powers to convey. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: Section 205 is subject to this one. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Section 205, provides that the company may purchase more 
land than is actually required where it can be done advantageously. Section 208 
restricts the power of certain persons such as rectors and ecclesiastical corporations, so 
that they can only sell such lands as the railway absolutely needs. It is manifestly to 
prevent them from speculating or selling lands which are vested for a certain purpose, 
and they are limited to the necessities of the railways. 

Hon. Mr. GraHam: They are really trustees. 


Section adopted. 
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On section 211,—Premature contracts. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That simply requires registration. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.:; That is all right, except perhaps the provision which says, 
“Tf the lands are afterwards so set out and ascertained within one year from the date 
of the contract or agreement”. The question is whether that is the proper date to 
start your year from. In other cases you have a year from the filing of the plan. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: The section is as it was in that respect. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The Company at one time had the right to take possession 
of land or give notice that it was going to take possession of land, and then hold it 
for two or three years without doing anything. Does this touch that point? 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: No. You are thinking of revoking your notice of taking 
and not proceeding further. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: When you put in the words, “shall, if such contract or agree- 
ment is duly registered with the proper registrar of deeds,” you really do not want the 
limitation as to the year. I understand one year was put in to cover cases where the 
contract was not registered, where there had been no notice to third party, but if you 
register the agreement, it stands during the life of the agreement. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No, that is not the meaning of the section. They go to a 
man and say, “We will pay you $100 to cross your land.” You settle the price, but 
you do not start. This section provides that the agreement becomes void if the lands 
are not ascertained within one year. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: Where it is registered, the contract itself should govern as 
to the time. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: That covers my point at any rate. 

Section adopted. 


On section 212,—Rental when parties cannot sell. 


Mr. Jounston, K:C.: Is that not a curious provision? Under section 212, any 
person interested in any land if not authorized to sell may agree upon a fixed annual 
rent. Do you know, Mr. Chrysler, for how long a term the practice is to take leases 
under that clause? 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: No. 

Hon. Mr. Puastey: It would have to be perpetual or for ninety-nine years. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think it varies in every case. They could only make this 
agreement up to the limit of their power. ; 

Hon. Mr. Pucstey: And as a rule the solicitors for the railway company would 
make it 99 years, or as nearly perpetual as they could. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: With regard to Section 208, the administrators would pro- 
bably not make a lease for more than one year. 


Section adopted. 


On section 214, subsection 2,—Company may grant easements, ete. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This is added for the purpose of enabling the railway com- 
pany, when it takes the entire fee simple in the land, to re-grant to the person from 
whom they take the land an easement over the. land. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: In mitigation of damages. 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: There was a question as to the power of the arbitrators to 
allow anything where that agreement came before them. 


Hon. Mr. GraHam: That is quite fair. 
Section adopted. 
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On section 216,—Notice of expropriation to be served. 

-Hon. Mr. Granam: Paragraph C refers to notification that “if within ten days 
after the service of this notice, or where the notice is served by publication,” ete. 
Under what circumstance is notice by publication sufficient? What kind of publi- 
cation is it? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: To the board, under a previous section. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: Suppose the owner were absent and you could not serve 
him with notice. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The Branch Line section (182) provides for four weeks’ 
public notice. Is that applicable in this case? 

Mr. Macponeti: Notice to the Canada Gazette is of no effect. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Where you are really trying to reach a man there ought to 
be notice given in addition to requiring an advertisement in the Canada Gazette. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Section 218 provides (reads) : 


“Tf the opposite party is absent from the district or county in which the 
lands lie, or is unknown, an application for service by advertisement may be 
made to a judge of a superior court for the province or district, or to the judge 
of the county court of the county where the lands lie. 

2. Such application shall be accompanied by such certificate as aforesaid, 
and by an affidavit of some officer of the company, that the opposite party is 
so absent, or that, after diligent inquiry, the person on whom the notice ought 
to be served cannot be ascertained. 

3. The judge shall order a notice as aforesaid, but without such certificate, 
to be inserted three times in the course of one month in a newspaper published 
in the district or county, or if there is no newspaper published therein, then in 
a newspaper published in some adjacent district or county.” 


Hon. Mr. Granam: I would provide for publication of the notice much nearer 
to the man’s domicile. I would say that notice must be published in the newspaper 
nearest to his last known post office address. The ordinary individual is not known 
forty miles from his home, and the notice should be published in a newspaper quite 
close to where he resides. 

Hon. Mr. Pucstry: This is an old provision. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: I know, and I have always taken the ground that the Canada 
Gazette for publication purposes was not in the interest of any person except the man 
who was legally represented, and whose lawyer would look it up. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There might be cases where the party was absent, or might 
never have had a residence in the county; he might live in England or in the United 
States. As it stands, the judge will look after the publication of the requisite notice. 

Mr. Macponeti: The idea is to see that the notice reaches the man. Why not 
leave that to the judge? You can provide that the judge shall order notice to be 
published in a newspaper, or in such other manner as in his opinion will most likely 
reach the party in question. Something to that effect. 


Section allowed to stand with the understanding that Mr. Johnston submit a 
suitable amendment at the next sitting. 


Mr. Jounston. K.C.: I should like to go back to section 216 and take advantage 
of Mr. Chrysler’s presence, because I have some ditticulty of approving of the words 
“the opposite party.” As the section is now worded it provides as follows: “ Pre- 
liminary to proceeding to arbitration to fix compensation or damages, the Company 
shall serve upon the opposite party a notice.” 
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Mr. Macponeti: That is very indefinite. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It should not be “the opposite party,” but “the owner of 
the land.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Act previously said “the party.” It has been inter- 
preted, and I believe the English Act has been so interpreted that all parties inter- 
ested must be served with notice. 


Section ordered to stand until Messrs. Johnston and Chrysler frame suit- 
able amendment. All other sections in which the words “opposite party” occur, 
also ordered to stand. 


On Section 219—Abandonment and notice where Company decides not to take 
lands or materials mentioned. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I have had some correspondence with Mr. M. D. L. 
McCarthy, who desires to address the Committee and has forwarded a long amend- 
ment regarding abandonment. I have a letter from Mr. McCarthy stating that he 
will be here to-morrow. 

Section allowed to stand. 


Committee adjourned until to-morrow. 


\ he 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Houst or Commons, 
Tuurspay, May 3, 1917. 


The Committee met at 11.15 a.m. 


The Cuairman: It has been arranged to take up section 146 this morning, regula- 
tion of stock and bond issues (reads) :— 


146. Notwithstanding anything in any special or other Act, or other 
section of this Act, no company, whether heretofore or hereafter incorporated 
shall, unless heretofore authorized by the Governor General in Council, issue 
any stock, shares, certificates of stock, bonds, debentures, debenture stock, 
notes, mortgages or other securities or evidences of indebtedness payable more 
than one year after the date thereof or issued otherwise than solely for money 
consideration, without first obtaining leave of the board for such issue. 

2. The board, as it deems the circumstances warrant, may refuse, or may 
grant, leave for the proposed issue, or may grant leave for such part thereof as 
it is satisfied is reasonable and proper, and may in any case impose any terms 
or conditions it may deem proper, and may, if it deems the circumstances war- 
rant, specify a price below which such issue shall not be sold, and may specify 
the purposes for which the proceeds of the issue are to be used, or may provide 
for the application of such proceeds to such uses as the board, by subsequent 
order shall specify, and may order that such proceeds shall be so deposited or 
dealt with as the board may direct, and may require an accounting to be given 
for any such proceeds. ; 

3. No leave or order of the board under this section shall be deemed or 
taken to constitute any guarantee or representation as to any matter dealt with 
therein, or to preclude the board from dealing as it may deem proper with any 
question of tolls or rates. (New.) 


Mr. Mactean (York): Will Mr. Johnston explain what was in the old law? 
Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: This section is all new. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: This section transfers the power hitherto exercised by the 
Governor in Council to the Board of Railway Commissioners. 

Mr. Mactean: The law is much more explicitly stated. They could have done 
anything under the old order. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: When a company wanted to issue any new securities, speak- 
ing generally, they applied to the Governor in Council and had to show cause why 

they should be allowed to do so. Then an Order in Council was passed giving them 

- permission. In this case your suggestion made originally, I think, in the House of 
Commons—I fancy it is the policy adopted on the other side of the line—was that 
before a railway company was allowed to issue any new securities they had to get the 
permission of the board. In the United States, I think, the permission of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission is required. 


Mr. Mactran: Does not the Canadian Pacific Railway issue securities without 
the consent of anybody by reason of something in their original powers ? 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: There may be something in their original charter which 
allows them special privileges. 


Mr. Mactean: I want to know if that is coming to an end. 
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The Ouamman: I understand that representatives of the various railways’ are 
present this morning, and if it is the wish of the committee that they should be heard 
T will call upon Mr. Biggar, general counsel for the Grand Trunk Railway. 

Mr. Macponatp: Who drafted this section ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That section appears in that form for the first time in Mr. 
Price’s draft. Mr. Price was instructed by the minister to prepare this Bill. This 
section is a radical departure. 

Mr. Macuean: I think the Railway Commission had something to say in the 
drafting of it. 

The CuairrmMan: Sir Henry Drayton is present, and will speak later. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: As a matter of fact, I think my hon. friend from South 
York (Mr. Maclean) was the first man to bring it up in the House. 


Mr. Mactean: I know. 

Mr. Nessirt: The purpose is to transfer the power of Parliament, represented by 
the Minister of Railways, over to the board, is it not? 

Mr. W. H. Biacar, K.C.: I happen to be here only by accident, because it seemed 
to be understood last night that this section would not be taken up to-day, on account 
of the enforced absence of Mr. Beatty, General Counsel of the Canadian Pacific Rail- 
way, whose company is more interested in the section than we are. Mr. Beatty had 
to be in Montreal to-day and could not possibly be here. 

Mr. Nessitr: Something was said about his inability to be here. 

The CHairman: Yesterday this clause was arranged for. 

Mr. Biacar: There was some different understanding last night. JI am quite 
prepared to state the objections of the Grand Trunk Railway, but thought it might 
be better that the views of the Canadian Pacific Railway should be expressed at the 
same time. 

Mr. Macriean: How does your company issue stock? 

Mr. Biccar: Our stock is all issued under special Act of Parliament. 

Mr. Macrean: Is there a special Act for every company ? 


Mr. Biccar: We only issue one class of stock, that is Grand Trunk debenture 
stuck. Every time we require to issue more stock we come to Parliament and get a 
special Act, which provides the amount that shall be issued, and provides further 
that the Act shall not come into force until the shareholders approve of it, the share- 
holders being the holders of the present stock of that same class. This new section 
means, so far as we are concerned, that you are going to transfer from Parliament 


to the Railway Board the right to say how much we shall issue and how we shall 
issue it. 


Mr. Mactean: How about your subsidiary companies ? 


Mr. Biccar: We have no more subsidiary companies in Canada; they are all 
merged in the Grand Trunk, the Canada Atlantic being the last one to be merged. 
As I say, every issue of this stock ranks pari passu with stock issued under similar 
conditions and legislation for the last fifty years, and that Act does not become 
effective, and the directors cannot issue that stock until the present holders agree 
and say for what purposes the proceeds of the stock will be applied. We feel that 
Parliament can control in our case the amount we shall issue and the terms upon 
which we shall issue it, and we think further, so far as the application of the proceeds 
is concerned, that our directors, our operating heads, our traffic heads, the managers 
of the road, all of whom are in constant touch with the property, are better qualified 
to say how that money shall be expended even than the Board of Railway Commis- 
sioners. If these powers are transferred to the board they would call our officers 
before them, hear their views, and probably act accordingly. 
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Mr. Maciean: Suppose, Mr. Biggar, cases should arise in Canada, as they have 
in the United States, by which great railway systems have been looted by an impro- 
per issue of stock carelessly authorized. Would it not be a good thing to have some- 
body responsible for the issuing of the stock and the disposition of it and to see that 
it went to the purposes of the undertaking ? 

Mr. Biggar: Parliament has that power to-day. 

Mr. Macrean: I know it has. 


Mr. Biccar: The difference is this: in the United States railway companies are 
not incorporated by special legislation as they are here; they are simply incorporated 
by filing a memorandum of association. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: As is done here under the Companies Act. 


Mr. Biacar: They do not go to Congress to get their rights. In every Act that 
Parliament passes there is a limitation put upon the bond issue, and the capital is 
fixed. It may be in time past that Parliament might have been too liberal in granting 
bond issues, but you cannot cure that by this legislation. 

Mr. Mactean: Haven’t similar powers been given to the Interstate Commerce 
~ Commission in the United States? 


Mr. Biccar: No. My understanding is that the committee appointed by Congress 
reported against this proposal, and advised that power be not given to the Interstate 
“Commerce Commission to regulate the issue of securities. In some of the states of 
the Union they have that power. 

Mr. Mactean: There is a national proposition to that end before Congress. 


Mr. Biecar: It was referred to a committee and that committee reported adversely. 
In some of the states they have that power, but not in the majority of the states. In 
some of the states that power is exercised arbitrarily, and it is the practice to collect 
a tax upon each issue of bonds. That is the case in Michigan and in Illinois. You 
have to go to the State Board and get their approval before you can issue any securi- 
ties, but they make you pay a heavy tax for issuing them. That is not proposed here. 
One of the chief reasons why these states have passed that legislation is that they 
may receive a considerable income as a result. In our case we cannot issue a dollar 
of stock—there is only one class of stock we issue—without coming to Parliament 
and getting a special Act limiting the amount. So far as the expenditure of the pro- 
ceeds is concerned, we think we, the owners of the property, are quite as capable of 
saying how it shall be expended as the Railway Board. 


Mr. Macponeti: Notwithstanding that the special Act authorizes the stock and 
debenture issue, that continues to be so under section 146, which, in addition, imposes 
the obligation of going to the Railway Board. It says: “ Notwithstanding anything 
in any special or other Act.” 


Mr. Bicpar: The Railway Board would tell us, for instance, how we would have 
to spend our money. Surely the men in charge of the property are capable and 
competent to say how it shall be spent to the best advantage in the interests of the 
shareholders. Furthermore, it provides that we shall not fix the limit or the price. 
I think there is a letter—the committee may not have received it yet—from Mr. 
Smithers, chairman of our board, in which he says that in many cases he has been 
able to go on the London Exchange and in half an hour sell five or ten million dollars 
of this stock. How could he cable out here and have the approval of the board as to 
price? It happens at opportune times that you can sell stock to great advantage in 
that market. That opportunity may be lost between the afternoon and the morning. 
What object is there in fixing the price in our case, and what particular object is it 
to say how we shall spend our own money ? 


Mr. Mactran: The board need not exercise their power. They may say: “ We 
will allow you to issue it at what you can get for it. 
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Mr. Biacar: We have to get their approval. 

Mr. Mactean; Of the price? 

Mr. Biccar: Yes. 

Mr. Mactean: The board may tell you: “Do the best you can, finance yourself.” 


Mr. Biccar: But how can we dare sell it at a certain price, without first obtaining 
the approval of the board? 


Mr. Macnoneti: This gives the board very great power. 
Mr. Nessirr: It just changes from Parliament to the board. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Do you think on the whole, speaking generally, that we have 
arrived at that period, if we ever would arrive at it, when Parliament and the Govern- 
ment ought to divest itself of all these powers and give them to somebody else? 


Mr. Biccar: It simply comes down to that, as far as the Grand Trunk is concerned. 
You are transferring the absolute control of our stock from Parliament to the board. 
That is what it amounts to. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: Personally, I am not afraid to take my share of the responsi- 
bility in regard to these things. Of course, it is an easy thing to go along the lines 
of least resistance and divest ourselves of authority and save any trouble by handing 
it over to a board. No matter how able the board may be, what advantage would it 
be to the country, the shareholders or anybody? 


Mr. Macuean: I casually looked at a summary of Mr. Smith’s report this morning 
in regard to the railway situation of Canada, and he recommends the formation of a 
new company, which shall be governed by some body in the matter of securities. 


Hon. Mr. Grawam: He recommends that for somebody else’s railway, and not his 
own. 


Mr. Mactean: Yes, and we have had experience of Mr. Smith and his associates. 
I think the railways of Canada ought to be governed in the light of the experience of 
the United States. The men in charge of the different systems of railways in the 
United States have been plunderers of their own railways, and have looted them, and 
the worst examples in the world are in connection with probably the Rock Island and 
the Hartford and New Haven roads. The exposures in regard to these roads have been 
so bad that there has been a demand in the United States for a change. Some of the 
companies Mr. Smith has been associated with have been exploited in regard to their 
finances and stock in a way that the public should be protected against. We have seen 
a good deal of that here. 


Mr. Nessirr: In those cases did they have to go to Congress for approval of their 
proposals ? 

Mr. Maciean: I do not care where they had to go. The public should be protected. 
These men went where they liked and issued what stock they liked, and exploited the 
public. The railway situation in Canada to-day has been aggravated, in my opinion, 
by the free and easy way in which the Canadian Pacific has been allowed to issue stock 
—stock that now commands 10 per cent. They get 10 per cent dividends on that stock, 
whereas a great deal of the money requirements of the Canadian Pacific might have 
been met by the issue of bonds bearing probably 4 per cent. They have a debenture 
stock, I believe, of a low rate of interest. There should be somebody who would be 
authorized to say how the road is to be financed, whether it is to be by stock or whether 
it is to be bonds. Let me point out something that has happened recently in con- 
nection with the Canadian Pacific Railway. It is an absolutely Canadian railway. 
The purposes of the undertaking are for the benefit of Canada, and yet the control of 
that railway might pass out of the country. If there is an excessive stock issue the 
control is likely to be out of the country. If you keep your stock issue down and sub- 
stitute bonds, there is a much better chance of the control of the railway, the purpose 
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of which happens to be for the benefit of Canada, being in Canada, but if you are 
going to have a great issue of stock the control might not remain in Canada. 


Mr. Neszitr: Where does the difference come in, whether you issue stock or bonds, 
in regard to the control ? 


-Mr. Mactran: My contention is that if you are going to have private corporations 
run our railways, the stock issue ought to be small, and, if possible, held in the country. 

Mr. Carveu: Is it more liable to be sold in the country than outside, if the stock 
issue is small? 


Mr. Mactean: Yes, you can appeal to the patriotism of the country. 
Mr. Carvett: Not when it comes to a matter of dollars and cents. 
Mr. Nespirt: It peters out, when it comes to dollars and cents. 


Mr. Macitean: When the stock issue was small it was very easy for the country to 
retain control of its own railways, but the control of the Canadian Pacific Railway, by 
reason of its large stock issue, has passed out of the country, when it should be kept 
here. Of course, you can take it over to-morrow, as a war measure, but then you raise 
a large question of the over issue of stock. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Granted that all you say is correct, do you think this board will 
exercise better control than the Governor in Council, who is responsible directly to the 
people? 

Mr. Mactean: I would think so, yes, because the control in the past has not been 
good. , 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: The conditions are changing all the time. 


Mr. Maciean: There has been a recklessness in the issue of stock, as to the 
character of stock and as to the control of it, and there is a question as to whether all 
the securites haive beeen applied to the purposes of the undertaking in the best way. 


Mr. Carvett: We were trying to get information from Mr. Biggar. Would you 
object to hearing him state why he would rather go before the Governor in Council 
for these things than go before the board ? 


Mr. Mactean: I would be only too glad. 
Mr. Carveti: That is the real question at issue. 


Mr. Mactean: No, the real question at issue is the interests of the nation, and not 
the views of the Grand Trunk. 


Mr. Carveti: The question is in regard to the authority to authorize the issue of 
stock and bonds, whether it should be the Board of Railway Commissioners or the 
Government. 


Mr. Maciesn: That probably is the issue. This is not quite my proposal, but I 
did present the question in the House as to whether there should be a control of these 
stock issues. J think this not only partly meets the ends I had in view, but it embodies 
the wisdom, or lack of wisdom, of the Board of Railway Commissioners. I think this 
section is drafted on the lines of public interest. Sir Henry Drayton is here, and I am 
going to ask him to enlighten us. 


Hon. Mr. GranamM: What would you think of the point raised by Mr. Biggar, as 
to the power of this board to regulate the price of stocks? I think the Governor in 
Council has never regulated the price at which the securities are to be sold. 

Mr. Mactean: Of course, there could be an improper exploitation of that security. 
I do not say there would be, but there should be a check on it. 

Mr. Carveti: You think there might be melon cutting? 

Mr. Mactean: There have been a good many melons cut in this country, but not on 
the Grand Trunk, I regret to say. I am sorry, but that fine old system, the Grand 
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Trunk, has not been cutting melons, and perhaps it is because the head office is a long 
way from Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: I think it is because it has to draw that third class rate car 
of yours. 

Mr. Mactean: That was a good thing. It was put on, but the people who lived in 
Brockville and along there did not want to exercise their right in regard to it. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: We do not use third class cars. 

Mr. Mactran: I read of some ex-ministers going across the continent in a private 
car, and they enjoyed it, but we are getting away from the issue. ” 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Mr. Biggar raised an objection which to me looks like a real 
objection in regard to fixing the price. Any person who deal in securities, particularly 
of a railway company, may have a chance on a certain day to dispose of them. Cir- 
cumstances may arise by which a person can dispose of his securities at an advantage; 
but if he has to wait to get authority at long range, he will be at a great disadvantage, 
and he will be just at the disadvantage the Grand Trunk is under at this end of the 
road. They might have to vary the price half a point to meet the requirements. What 
would you say as to that? 

Mr. Macuran: I have gone to the bank to get money at a time when I could use it 
to great advantage, but they would tell me, “We will have to take time to look into it.” 

The Cuamman: I suggest that we hear from Sir Henry Drayton and the railway 
experts. They might lay their suggestions before the committee. 

Mr. Mactan: I would be only too glad to listen, but so far I have been asking 
questions. 

Mr. Carvett: I am very much in sympathy with you. 


, 


Mr. Mactran: I am favouring this clause. 
Mr. Carvetu: I would like to hear some argument to the contrary. 


Mr. Mactean: Let us hear the companies’ views on the clause. I would be only 
too glad to have Mr. Biggar proceed with his statement. 


Mr. Biccar, K.C: I have not much more to say. I think it was 1884 the Act was 
passed authorizing the company to issue this class of debenture stock. It is really a 
mortgage on the property. The holders of that stock have votes just the same as the 
other stockholders, and they control the company to-day. 


Mr. Macpnonetu: Will you inform the committee what regulation or supervision is 
now exercised by the Governor in Council over the sale of stock or bonds, and as to the 
use of the proceeds? 


Mr. Bicaar, K.C.: As far as we are concerned, there is no control by the Governor 
in Council. Once we have special legislation passed through Parliament, and that is 
approved by the holders of the stock with which this is to rank pari passu, we can 
then sell the stock at the best price possible, as we naturally do, and utilize the pro- 
ceeds in the best interests of the company, and as far as the Grand Trunk is concerned, 
as I said before, it is practically controlled by debenture stockholders. They own and 
control it, and not a dollar of that stock, notwithstanding that Parliament gives 
authority to issue additional debenture stock, can ‘be sold until the shareholders who 
rank pari passu with the new issue say, “Yes, it is in the interests of the company that 
we put out this stock and use the proceeds in the improvement of the property.” 


Mr. Stxciam: Would you be better satisfied if the control were placed in the hands 
of the Governor in Council rather than the Railway Board? 


Mr. Biccar, K.C.: If you give the board control it will hamper us in our disposi- 
tion of the stock and the utilization of the proceeds. 


Mr. Sivctam: Would the Governor in Council hamper you just as much? 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 115 


APPENDIX No. 2 


Mr. Biccar, K.C.: He does not interfere with us at present. Of course, until he 
approves of the Act of Parliament we cannot issue the stock at all, but once he approves 
of it, and our shareholders approve, then our directors are authorized to sell that stock 
to the best advantage. If they do not, the shareholders soon raise objection and 
criticise the action of the directors, and if we do not use the proceeds for the improve- 
ment of the property, the directors are called upon to explain. 

Mr. Carvetu: I suppose it was the intention of Parliament that somebody must 
exercise this control and state the conditions under which the stock should be sold 
and the proceeds distributed. Would you have any preference as between the Governor 
in Council and the Railway Board? 

Mr. Biccar, K.C.: Personally I do not see any difficulty. As I said before, the 
Governor in Council would be influenced by the managers of the property. I think 

the board would be influenced likewise. I would ask: Who is there on the staff of 
the board who is as competent to say how that money shall be spent in the interests 
of the company as the heads of the various departments of the railway? 


Mr. Carvett: Your principal objection is that they should take control of the 
issue of the company’s stock ? 


Mr. Bicaar, K.C.: Yes. 


Mr. Maciran: The question is whether there should be some control or no control. 

Mr. Carve.t: I am trying to get Mr. Biggar’s point of view. 

Mr. Biccar: We have not issued any other class of stock the last twenty-five 
years. This is the only class of stock the Grand Trunk issue, and it sells to advant- 
age in England. It is a very popular stock there, and every issue of stock has been 
taken up by the holders of previous issues. First of all, if our directors authorize an 
application to be made to Parliament for an Act giving the company power to issue 
25,000,000 of that stock, and Parliament says it is proper, and the shareholders say it 
is proper, we let the new issue rank with the old stock, and trust to the directors to 
spend it in the interest of the company, and what can the board do more than the 
directors. and shareholders, to see that the money is properly spent? The board may 
fix the price. We can only sell that stock in England, and they may fix the price 
that we are to sell it at. I am not romancing or drawing on my imagination when I 
tell you that time and again our debenture stock has been sold in half an hour, mil- 
lions of it. At just the opportune moment, Mr. Smithers, our chairman, who is in 
close touch with the financial situation over there, seizes a favourable opportunity to 
go to some brokers and perhaps in ten minutes sells ten million dollars of that stock 
at a good price. 

Mr. Macrzan: Are dividends paid on that stock? 

Mr. Biggar: That stock pays four per cent dividend and has done so for years. 

Mr. Mactean: Have dividends generally been paid on the stock? 

Mr. Biccar: Always, because it is a statutory first mortgage on the property. 

Mr. Mactean: And have the stockholders a voice in the administration of the 
company ? 

Mr. Biagar: The holders of that stock practically control the Grand Trunk 
today. They have a voice in the administration of the company and they ean control 
the meetings of the shareholders or the whole policy of the company. 


Mr. Mactzan: Do they sit in common with the common shareholders? 


Mr. Biccar: Yes, certainly. They have twice the voting power that the common 
shareholders have. 

Mr. Mactran: And you say that the dividends have been paid on this stock even 
though there has been a falling off in the maintenance of the road? 
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Mr. Biccar: That stock ranks in priority over every security issued by the Grand 
Trunk, with the exception of some debenture stock which was issued by the Great 
Western. % 

Mr. Macuran: And this stock takes priority over even the necessities of the road? 


Mr. Biccar: It comes next after working expenses. 
Hon. Mr. Grauam: Is there any person here representing the C.P.R.? 
The Cuamman: I understand that Mr. Chrysler is acting in that capacity. 


Mr. Curyvster, K.C.: I appear for the C.P.R. and the other railway companies, 
but I expected that Mr. Beatty would be here this morning, and it was so arranged 
yesterday. He did come to Ottawa but was unexpectedly recalled and had to return 
to Montreal this morning. I would like to have the position of the C.P.R. in regard 
to this matter further considered, if the committee think this section ought to be 
passed at the present time. I am not competent to discuss the financial features of the 
question because I have not been instructed, but it seems to me the section can searcely 
commend itself to the consideration of the committee for reasons which are apparent 
upon its face. If the committee will look at the wide scope of the language in the 
first two lines: It provides that notwithstanding anything in any special, or other 
Act, or other sections of this Act, any company whether heretofore or hereafter incor- 
porated, shall, unless heretofore authorized by the Governor General in Council, issue 
any stock, shares, ete., without first obtaining leave of the Board for such issue. Might 
I state the number of things that are required before we get any clear idea of what 
that means, the wording being ambiguous. The ordinary charter, apart from any of 
the usual clauses which may appear in the charters of the larger companies like the 
O.P.R. and the Grand Trunk, for a hundred-mile railroad, authorizes the company to 
issue stock. The very first thing it says is that the company cannot organize, cannot 
proceed to do any business whatever, until it has issued a certain amount of the stock 
which is mentioned in the section which we have been dealing with,—I think it is 
25 per cent subscribed and 10 per cent paid up. Now, there is the authority of Parlia- 
ment to issue stock, I am not talking of bonds. So you have, in the case of a new 
company, a condition of its existence made by Parliament that it shall issue stock. 
Why should that company, for instance, go to the Board of Railway Commissioners 
and ask if it may issue stock. As to a case of that kind, this section is meaningless. 


Mr. Maciean: To me these words have a meaning with respect to the C.P.R. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You have got to deal with the section as it stands. 
Mr. Macponatp: You are not confined to the existing three big railways. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This section is applicable to all railways and to all circum- 
stances of companies, otherwise I contend it should not be adopted. Then take the 
next case. The railway company has authority under its Special Act, to issue stock 
—I am still confining myself to stock—and this section proposes that notwithstand- 
ing that authority which the company has and upon which its financial arrangements 
have been carried on perhaps for years, it shall not issue that stock unless some other 
authority grants the right to issue it. In that respect you abrogate the Acts of Parlia- 
ment and the transactions that have taken place under them. The member. for East 
York speaks of the C.P.R. As I said at the outset, not being conversant with the 
financial side of the question I am not prepared to offer any criticism, but there you 
have a railway chartered thirty or more years ago, with power to do certain things. If it 
has not got the power to do something it wants it has only got to go back to Parliament 
for it. That is a question for the consideration of| Parliament and Parliament may 
impose any conditions it likes. But you are dealing here with existing powers to issue 
stock. JI am using the word “issuing” because issuing includes the whole of the 
operation, includes the making of the necessary by-laws and the getting of the sanc- 
tion of the shareholders and directors. But that is not really issuing the stock. The 
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stock is not issued, in the complete sense of the word, until it is sold. Now you pro- 
pose that at any stage the operation cannot be completed, although sanctioned twenty- 
five or thirty years ago by Parliament, unless it obtains the sanction of the board, 
which sanction the board, of course, may refuse. The board has the right to refuse 
because this section does not mean anything unless the board may do so. 

Then take the wording of the first part of the section, “Notwithstanding anything 
in any special or other Act, or other section of this Act.” You propose to compel the 
person who has to consider the question of the validity of the securities to see whether 
the authority given under any other section is invalidated by this section, and at what 
stage of the process of issuing stock it becomes invalid. Some of the companies may 
have issued stock in one sense of the word. That is to say, they may have the bonds 
completed, the mortgage completed, the sanction of the shareholders completed, all the 
steps under the Act which apply to them until this Act comes into force completely 
effective, but if they have not sold them does this Act apply? Is it intended to apply 
to the selling of securities which are to-day in the coffers of some one of these com- 
panies? The language of the section is wide enough to apply. I mean in the second 
subsection, which says that the minimum price must be fixed by the board, applies 
to unissued, unsold securities which are now in existence, which are authorized by 
Act of Parliament and sanctioned by all the clauses which that Act of Parliament 
applies to it. Mr. Biggar tells me the Grand Trunk is in that position to-day; they 
have securities which have been authorized and issued but are unsold. It is to that 
transaction Mr. Biggar was referring. Of course, the right to create—if I may use 
that word which is more explicit perhaps—securities, may be carried into operation 
long before the issue is completed by the sale to the public, but this section stops the 
very last step. 7 

Now, as to bonds, debentures and debenture stock, these are all authorized by 
Act of Parliament. The member for East York says, “They do differently in the 
United States.” They do differently in the United States in some respects. Their 
Act is very different, if I may say so. I know of no legislation in the United States 
which compares with what is to be found in the Canadian Railway Act with respect 
to control over, railways. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Hear, hear. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have the report of the investigation by the Inter-State 

’ Commerce Commission into the New England railways, but unfortunately neglected 
to bring it this morning. That report deals with this very subject and it points out 
the laxity which has prevailed in the granting of charters and the control of stock 
issues in the United States, but it is pointing to a state of things which as far as 
I am aware, does not exist, and never has existed, in Canada, and certainly does not 
exist under the present Railway Act. 1 do not think it is proper that the railway 
companies which have legitimately followed the requirements of existing legislation 
should be penalized because of irregularities which have existed in a foreign country. 
Because that is what it means; we have had no such frightful examples in Canada 
as Mr. Maclean has pointed out. 

Mr. Macuran: Let me ask you a question: suppose stock is issued at a premium 
and it is limited to existing shareholders? Did you ever hear of melons being cut in 
this country ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not understand that is cutting a melon at all. 


Mr. Mactean: Not when the stock is issued at a lower price than the public could 
get it for, or than it would bring at public sale? That is cutting a melon for the share- 
holders. 

Mr. Curysteir, K.C.: It does not do anything of the kind. 

Mr. Nessitt: Speaking of melons, what about the last stock sold by the C.P.R.? 
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Mr. Mactean: My question with respect to preference given to shareholders 
remains unanswered. 

Mr. Nessirr: If you deal very much with the stock market you must know that 
you cannot tell in the morning what the price of stock will be at night. 

Mr. Mactran: I know that, and a great many other people know. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The C.P.R. is not cutting any melons now. 

Mr. Maciean: There is a time when this stock can be sold, and somebody, in the 
public interest, ought to fix what it should bring. 

Mr. Nespirt: Who is the sagacious man to whom you are going to entrust that 
duty ? 

The CHamman: If you have no further questions to ask, Mr. Maclean, Mr. 
Chrysler may continue. 

Mr. Maciran: I am quite willing to hear Mr. Chrysler, but he referred to me and 
IT came back with a reference to him. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not want to follow the discussion with reference to 
the stock of the Canadian Pacifie Railway or any other railway farther, but J dis- 
pute entirely the premises which are invclved in Mr. Maclean’s contention with regard 
to the issue of stock and the premium thereon not going to the company. The issue 
of stock to the shareholders of the company in preference to the publie is the proper 
method of issuing the stock, because the shareholders are the people who own the 
company. The proposed additional stock is the property of the shareholders, not the 
property of the public. 

Mr. Mactean: But there is a duty to the public. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: In what way? 

Mr. Mactean: There is a duty on the part of the corporation to the public 
in connection with the franchise. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I beg your pardon, Sir. 

Mr. Mactean: I am glad to hear the Canadian Pacific Railway say that, it 
throws a great light on the question—that there is no duty to the public on the part 
of the corporation. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I did not say so. I said there is no duty to the publie to 
give to them the shares in preference to the shareholders, if they are paid for at the 
proper price. There is nothing that gives ground for the theory or contention that 
Mr. Maclean is now putting forward; there is nothing that contains anything about 
the principles that Mr. Maclean is speaking for, in the first place that the shares 
should be offered to the public in preference to the shareholders, and secondly that 
they shall be sold at par. There is no question of issuing them at a discount in the 
cases of which he is speaking. Stock cannot be sold at a discount, under the Railway 
Act. Bonds may be, and it may be proper that some authority should say that 
bonds should not be sold at a greater discount than so much. 

Mr. Macponatp: Js that the situation to-day, that you cannot dispose of the 
stock of a railway company below par? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It has to be paid in full, either in cash or property. 

Mr. Macponatp: With regard to the stock, there is no regulation with regard to 
the price at which it must be issued. 

Mr. CHRYSLER, K.C.: | The stock must be paid for in full, it may be issued at a 
premium, that is another question. Bonds may be issued at a discount, and it is for 
Parliament to say, when giving authority to issue bonds, whether the limit of the 
discount at which the bonds may be sold shall be fixed. 


Mr. Macponatp: Bonds have to be sold at what you can get for them. 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: And the discount may be so great that it may be extrava- 
gant to sell them at that price; but, within certain limits, bonds are usually sold at 
a discount. 


Mr. Maciean: Was the C.P.R. stock paid for at par? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is another question. 

Mr. Jounston: If it is not paid for at par, the shareholders will still be liable 
in case of winding up. 

Mr. Biecar, K.C.: I think there is legislation authorizing the issue at a certain 
figure which is less than par. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am speaking of the legislation before us to-day, in the 
Railway Act. I think I have nothing more to say, except that if Parliament desires 
to impose a restriction with regard to the issuing of securities it should be confined to 
bonds, debentures, and debenture stock. Hitherto the determining of the amount of 
securities to be issued has been made by Parliament itself, and when you have the 
proper authority for issuing that stock and the amount to be issued has been deter- 
mined it seems to me that it is not necessary to require the railway company then to 
consult the board as to price at which those securities shall be sold. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: You might perhaps give the committee a little light on the 
provision of the law at present, where the company applies to the Governor in Coun- 
cil for authority in certain cases. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am glad you asked the question. I did not expect to have 
to speak on that point to-day, but my idea is that that power is exercised under the 
authority of special Acts of Parliament which direct that the Governor in Council 
shall authorize certain things, and the general Act says nothing about it. 


Mr. Sryctam: Do you object to all control in this matter, either by the Governor 
in Council, or by the Board? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No, but this is a complicated matter, the control of which 
I spoke, and of which Mr. Graham was speaking just now, is all right in many 
cases where the company goes to the Governor in Council for authority to issue securi- 
ties, and it is a proper control, it depends upon circumstances. It may be all right 
in the case of a large company with a large issue, and it may be inappropriate in the 
case of a small company. I think it is a matter to be considered and dealt with in 
the Special Act. 


The CHainman: I notice we have with us this morning Sir Henry Drayton, 
Chairman of tle Board of Railway Commissioners, and the committee will be glad 
to have his views upon this subject. 


Sir Henry Drayton: Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen,—So far as the idea is con- 
cerned, if it can be worked out, it is a splendid idea, if we were starting out with 
a virgin territory, and with a clean sheet to commence with, I should say it is the 
proper thing to do. The underlying principle is a simple one, and that is that every 
dollar which can be got by the sale of securities of any kind ought to be got, and that 
dollar ought to go into the treasury of the company. That is the idea, that is the 
underlying principle and it is the idea which is put into form in this legislation. It 
is an idea which, at first, entirely commends itself to me. But since the matter was 
first brought up, we have looked into the question of what has been done in the Ameri- 
can States, where it has been a matter of experiment. I am sorry to say that my 
time has been so much taken up that I have not been able to bring down any very 
definite information, but, I understand, speaking subject to correction, that the com- 
mittee dealing with this subject in the United States Senate have come to the con- 
clusion that the proposed legislation is not enforceable. They have come to the con- 
clusion as a result of the experience of what has already taken place in some of the 
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States of the Union where the law has been in effect for a year or two. There have 
been a good many inquiries held in connection with it, if I remember rightly, and 
when Senator LaFollette first brought the matter up, some four or five years ago, they 
were very strongly in favour of it. At that time the Government here, or perhaps I 
should say, the Department of State here, also started an inquiry into the same sub- 
ject, and the matter was in the hands of Mr. Mulvey, the underlying idea being that 
this same principle should apply not only to railway companies, but to all corpora- 
tions. Mr. Mulvey went into it and made a long report. Senator LaFollette, of Wis- 
eonsin, in his correspondence with Mr. Mulvey has changed ground, and now says 
that the principle should not become law. To-day I am opposed to the principle, 
upon the very simple ground that here in Canada we cannot fix railway rates on the 
basis of capitalization; there has been watering, there is no doubt about it. And it 
seems impossible that rates should be fixed on the basis of capitalization. We fix rates 
here on the basis of value and service, and all the surrounding conditions. It is 
impossible to enforce this legislation. 


Mr. Mactran: Not even where the widows and orphans are concerned. 


Sir Henry Drayton: Not even where the widows and orphans are concerned; 
it is impossible in fixing rates to have regard to capitalization. This takes from the 
board the right to fix rates, but the board ought, under this Act, to make up their 
mind as to what moneys should be obtained, to what purposes these moneys ought to 
be put, and at what price the securities ought to be issued. Now, if the board does 
that, and if that board, exercising that honest judgment, have come to that con- 
clusion, it is put in this position that, so far as the board is concerned, the board 
must and ought, in all honesty, so to regulate the rates so that the securities to which 
they have given their approval will receive a proper revenue. That is the position. 

Take the Grand Trunk Railway Company. It has a capitalization of over 
$100,000 per mile, while the average cost of railways in Canada is $60,000 per mile, 
and we have many railways in Canada which have not cost $30,000‘a mile, and, in 
some parts of the country where construction is very expensive, we have railways 
which, properly and necessarily, cost $110,000 per mile. The Grand Trunk Company 
has a very great capitalization. Now, on what basis, on what right basis, can the 
board approach the question of settling Grand Trunk rates, having regard not only 
to their old capitalization, but to the new capitalization? Everything would have to 
be considered because of the new capitalization and the new standard, and the ques- 
tion can only be considered having due regard to the earning powers. The history of 
the experiments in Massachusetts 


Mr. Carvett: Before you go on to that, supposing a provision of this kind had 
been inserted in our statutes fifty years ago, do you think the Grand Trunk would 
have had a capitalization of $132,000 a mile? 


Sir Henry Drayton: I do not think so. I cannot say whether I am right or 
wrong in my opinion, because it is a matter of many years ago, but I would doubt 
very much if that amount of money was actually put into the stock. ” 

In Massachusetts the first public control of the issue of securities was given in the 
Act of 1870 and, by the Act of that year, it was provided that any increase of capital 
stock of corporation should be sold at public auction at not less than par for the 
benefit of the corporation. This continued until 1893, and, of course, under the old 
rule, it meant that shareholders, as in the case of the O.P.R., would get stock worth 
$200 for $100, and that $100 premium was not put into the treasury of the company, 
but went into the pockets of the shareholders, so that agitation arose in Massa- 
chusetts for a change in the law, which came into effect in 1893. Now the Boston 
and Maine Railway was a strong road at that time, and the stock was sold at a round 
$200, and in that year it was paying a very substantial dividend. The principle 
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involved in the new legislation was that any market value over and above the par 
value of the security of the corporation went into the treasury of the corporation 
and not to the shareholders. The so-called anti-stock watering law provides that in 
the event of an increase of capital stock the new shares should be offered to the share- 
holders at the market value at the time of the increase, which market value was to 
be determined by the Board of Railway Commissioners “‘taking into account the pre- 
vious sales of ‘stock of the corporation and other pertinent conditions.” The law con- 
tinued with little change until about 1908. The law was inelastic. The Boston and 
Maine made a new issue of stock. The shares of that company were sold at that time 
at about $200, and the Commission set the price of the new issue at $190. It is obvious 
that the price of the new issue must be less than that at which the old stood. A very 
small block of that stock was taken by the shareholders, and the shares were then 
offered to the public at auction, and the stock broke thirty points. The second issue 
after that legislation was made was when Boston and Maine came into the field with a 
block of stock which was offered to the shareholders, with the consent of the Board 
of Railway Commissioners, at $165. At that time the shares were selling on the 
market at around $178 to $180. You see that the Board thought a cut of 15 points 
would be enough, but again the shareholders did not respond and the auction sale 
which followed showed that the actual value of the stock, so far as the public was 
concerned, was lower than that, because the stock broke from $130 to $140, so that 
there was a drop of something like 40 points in connection with that issue of stock. 
So the difficulty arose that the public blamed the Railway Commission for that drop 
in the stock and the shareholders also blamed the Railway Commission. The share- 
holders took this position with regard to the Commission: “You have put your 
approval on our stock as worth $190. You say it is worth $190. Instead of that 
stock being worth $190, after you have been meddling with the matter for these 
few years, we have difficulty in selling at $130, and it is all your fault.’ And the 


public had the same idea, and as a result the Commission took steps itself to have the 


law changed so that they would be released from the burden. In 1908 provision was 
made changing that law. Since that time the stockholders in the first instance them- 
selves 'fix the price—when I say stockholders, I mean the company—at which the 
issue shall be made. There is still some control in the Commission, because the Com- 
mission have the right to say how much the issue shall be in each case, and that again 
has been making some trouble in connection with their issues. The stock now, of 
course, is very low, if I remember rightly, something like $30. I think it is entirely 
unfair for the stockholders to blame the Commission for that result. 


Mr. Macponatp: Who should they blame? Z 


Sirk Henry Drayton: I do not know. I do not think we should come to that 
question. They say: You prevent our making our sales; you prevent us getting 
our market, and you have to take the responsibility. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: The law was at fault. 


Sir Henry Drayton: Everybody was at fault, the directors, and everybody. Blame 
them all. 

Mr. Stnciatr: Would the directors not have handled that matter better without 
any interference of the Board? 

Sir Henry Drayton: The trouble about the selling of stocks appears to be this: 
the financial market is an extremely difficult thing to understand. There are very 
few people who understand it. I do not know that I can say that the companies have 
exercised poor judgment in the sale of their securities from the companies’ standpoint. 
For example, take the financing of the Canadian Northern. The financing of the 
Canadian Northern down to a certain point was at an'interest rate as low as 3-98. It 
rose from 3-98 to something like 4-30 down to the year 1914. I am quite confident that 
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no Board of Railway Commissioners could have obtained anything like the same results 
in that particular instance. 


Mr. Carvert: Would you mind, Sir Henry, on that same point, giving an opinion 
as to the disposition of the moneys? 


Sir Henry Drayton: As to the disposition of the moneys, there is more to be said, 
there is no doubt about'that. There is no doubt that the money should be kept for 
the purposes for which the stocks are issued. 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: They may have to be diverted owing to a change of cireum- 
stances. 


Sim Henry Drayton: There is room for argument there, Mr. Chrysler. I cannot 
at the moment point to instances where moneys have been diverted. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am not speaking of wrongful diversions. I mean diverted 
from one thing to another which, six months after realizing the proceeds, appears 
to be more pressing; that is, improvements are being suspended in order that some 
more needed work may be done. 


Sir Henry Drayton: Of course, Mr. Carvell, so far as improper diversion is con- 
cerned, we have only the security of the directors. It would be a breach of trust for 
them to divert such proceeds. JI should very much regret to see rates in this country 
fixed upon any basis of capital, and so far as the public are concerned, the public’s 
only interest lies in that direction. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: In the rates? 


Sir Henry Drayron: In so far as rates are concerned. If we fix rates on capital, 
there is no doubt that we are interested in squeezing out every single drop of water 
that has ever been put into it; but you can never get it squeezed out. ‘We have a 
tremendous railway mileage in Canada. The problems of the future are the best and 
most intensive use of that mileage. Our problem is the proper utilization of the 
railroads that we have. If we were, as I say, starting with a virgin sheet, you could 
prevent water being put into these stock issues; but it is there, and you cannot get 
it out. The securities are in the hands of innocent people, and you cannot get the 
water out. If Parliament now turns around and says that securities must be sold 
only at such and‘such a price, it must be doing it for some useful purpose. That 
useful purpose must be one of two things: In the first instance, to see that the com- 
pany gets every single cent possible so that the public are not going to pay rates 
based upon a watered security; or else that the securities they issue, receiving the 
earmark of a public authority, will sell for a greater sum in the public market. Those 
are the only two possible grounds upon which, so far as I am concerned, it would ap- 
pear to me that the legislation would be useful. It would be fatal to the public in- 
terest to fix rates on capital; and, in so far as the second question is concerned, that 
is to help our securities, approving of them in that way so that they would command 
a better market, all those securities are, speaking of the situation as we find it, 
subject to all the ramifications of the companies, all their bond issues and the like. 


Mr. Mactgean: No duty devolves upon the Commission to protect the share- 
holders as Sir Henry has just said. It is a case of: Let the buyer beware. Taking 
your argument, Sir Henry, even if you do say it is not in the public interest that 
you should control these things, because you say you are committed to protect these 
shareholders, it does not follow that Parliament commits itself to protect the share- 
holders, and you‘are only exercising a delegated power. 


Sm Henry Drayton: Parliament does not fix the rates. 


Mr. Macrean: It does. You represent Parliament. And there was a time when 
rates were regulated by Parliament through one of the ministers or through the 
Governor in Council. 
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Sir Henry Drayton: There would be a good deal of aitfioults. I speak for my- 
self, and I may be wrong. It seems to me, as a matter of common honesty, if I were 
to say to John Jones: “You can put so much money into that concern, it is right and 
proper that you should do it; it is a proper investment in the public interest,” that, 
in settling rates I cannot turn around the next day and rob John Jones. 

Mr. Nessirr: You do not take into consideration the capital ? 

Sir Henry Drayton: Not in the slightest. 


Tue CHairman: The Committee are to understand that, so far as you are con- 
cerned, you do not think it is in the public interest that the Board should have the 
powers conferred in section 146? 

Sir Henry Drayton: No, I do not. 

Mr. Macitean: Who put the clause in? 

Mr. Macponatp: It was drafted by Mr. Price. 

Mr. Mactrsn: That is, by the Railway Department. 

Mr. Macponatp: By Mr. Price. 

Mr. Mactran: Who is the father of the Act? 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Mr. Price is. He was selected by the minister. 


Mr. Macponaup: In Nova Scotia, in our Public Utilities Act, we have a similar 
clause with regard to the sale of stocks and bonds, more particularly with reference 
to street railway enterprises. The experience in Nova Scotia has been that in work- 
ing out efficient control of the sale of securities, it has meant the greatest possible 
difficulty in financing enterprises which are of importance locally. We found the 
result was that the Commission, in perfect good faith as Sir Henry has said, would 
make inquiries, and have appraisements made of the value of the property, and 
undertake to say that stocks and bonds should be sold at certain figures. The com- 
pany have gone out and attempted to sell them, and have been unable to do so. The 
result has been that the improvements have been delayed and their credit has been 
hurt. The securities have been offered at prices which could not be realized upon. 
We have had the experience in the working out of such a clause, and I thought I 
should mention it, in connection with Sir Henry’s reference to similar conditions in 
Massachusetts. 

THe CHaimrMAN: Shall the section be adopted? 


Mr. Carve: I am very sorry indeed to hear the statements made by Sir Henry 
Drayton this morning. If the members of the Board think it is improper that they 
should assume this responsibility, certainly I do not feel like voting to force it upon 
them. But I presume every member of this Committee has had something to do 
with corporations in Canada, speaking now particularly of corporations generally. 
We all know that water is injected into stocks and bonds in the financing of practi- 
cally every corporation in this country. We all know that the public are paying for 
that water, and if there were any way in the world of establishing a method of getting 
rid of the water in the stock of the railways of Canada I should like to see it done. 
I réalize the difficulties set forth by Sir Henry Drayton that these are the outcome 
of fifty or sixty years growth, and it is almost impossible to remedy the difficulties 
that now exist, but I should like to see something done by Parliament while we are 
codifying the Railway Act, to at least adopt the principle of trying to guard against 
these errors in the future; and while I have not any suggestions to make, I presume, 
in view of the bald statement made by the chairman of the Board, that they do not 
want to take the responsibility, that there is nothing for us to do but to refuse to 
pass the section; but at the same time, while agreeing to that, I want to voice my 
sentiments of regret that such conditions of affairs exist, and that something should 
not be done to at least adopt the principle of controlling these enterprises in the 
future. 
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Mr. Mactan: I want to add further that ‘if this is the result of our deliberations 
in the consideration of this question, then there remains nothing but public owner- 
ship of the railways of this country, to get away from the condition of affairs that 
exists at present. The discussion this morning has furnished reasons why we should 
have public ownership. Sir Henry Drayton confesses here to-day that the Board is 
unable to govern these things and therefore cure the abuses which have grown up 
under these conditions, and when we get the confession through Mr. Mulvey, and 
through those who have made the argument against the regulation of the issue of 
stocks, that State regulation is impossible, then nothing remains, in view of the ex- 
ploitation in other countries, and in view of the exploitation in our own country, in 
connection with watered stock, but that the public must own these great public under- 
takings that ‘give the public service, and that if we cannot control the stock and 
cannot control rates by reason of one thing and another, there is nothing else to do 
but to take over the franchises of these undertakings, and corporations, and to co- 
ordinate them and in that way to weed out the unnecessary capital which has been 
injected into them. 

Mr. Carveti: How are you going to weed it out? 

Mr. Macuean: There is a way to do it. You can refund to all these organiza- 
tions. 

Mr. Carvett: What are you going to do about the watered stock of the Grand 
Trunk ? 

Mr. Macrean: The Grand Trunk to-day has confessed itself delinquent and 
unable—— 


Mr. Bracar, K.C.: If I gave anyone the impression that there is any watered 
stock in the Grand Trunk, it is a wrong impression. Every man who put a dollar 
in the Grand Trunk has either lost it or has it still. Millions of dollars of that 
stock was bought and paid for in England, full par value, and these holders have lost 
everything they put into it. While the Grand Trunk stands to-day at $100,000 a 
mile, I think Sir Henry Drayton will bear me out in saying the only people who 
expect any return on their capital invested at $50,000 a mile 

Sir Henry Drayton: $48,000 at 4 per cent. 

Mr. Biecar, K.C.: All the rest of it is lost by the people in England who put their 
money into it. 

Mr. Macrean: The Railway Department has employed counsel, and they bring 
forward a proposition in connection with the issue of stock by railways. I would lik 
to have seen the Minister of Railways here to-day. 5 


Mr. 'MacponetL: What is the Government policy? 


Mr. Maciean: I would like to know the Government policy. Even the Acting 
Minister is not here to say what the Government policy on this question is; and if 
confession is made by the Department of Railways and the Government of Canada, in 
a Government Bill, that control of the capital issue of a railway company created by 
Parliament is not in the public, that it should be controlled by somebody else, then I 
say in view of that confession, in view of the experience we have had of railways, in 
view of every consideration, and in view of the report presented to Parliament by the 
Commission yesterday, each of which practically admits that great errors have been 
made in capitalization, then nothing remains for this country but public ownership 
of the railways, and these abuses that exist may be removed in another way. We may 
have to change our way of approach, and it may be through public ownership that 
abuses that have been created by laxity in capitalization must be met. These must be 
dealt with, and in war times they are met and dealt with by the States taking over the 
railways, and the conclusion I draw from what I heard to-day is that we will have 
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to take them over. J am going to continue to hold my views on this question, and vote 
for what the Minister of Railways has put in his Bill, until such time as I hear him 
or someone on his behalf in the Government, say that this is a fatuous proposition. 


Section was rejected on a vote. 


On section 219—Notice may be abandoned. 


The CuammMan: I understand Mr. D. L. McCarthy, K.C., of Toronto, is here in 
connection with the section 219, and wishes to be heard. 


Mr. D. L. McCarrny, K.C.: The point I desire to call your attention to in regard 
to section 219, which deals with the notice of abandonment in expropriation proceed- 
ings is this: Under the Power Companies’ Act—I speak more particularly of the 
Toronto-Niagara Power Company—the expropriation proceedings which are applicable 
to a railway are incorporated, and the power company has the right under their Act 
of incorporation to either expropriate land—that is to take a right of way—or acquire 
an easement over people’s property. In the acquirement of an easement a great deal 
of difficulty has been experienced, because nobody seems to know exactly what an ease- 
ment in the air is; and where arrangements have been made with private individuals 
or public corporations for easements either across their property or across the public 
street, some difficulty has occurred as to just what the power company is entitled to in 
stringing its wires. The procedure has been for us to submit our location plans to the 
minister who approves of them. Then we either agree with the private owner or public 
corporation, or we expropriate. When it comes to a question of expropriation, the 
question is, what do you get in an easement? The power companies have always con- 
tended that we only get the actual'space occupied by our wires. On the other hand 
the land owner has said: “ We doubt that very much. You may have other rights 
which are not expressed, in other words, if you get an easement, the easement attaches 
to the land, and you probably have all the rights from the ground up to the height of 
your wires, and therefore it would be a detriment to the use of our property in the 
future.” What I suggest in regard to this particular clause is this: that some amend- 
ment be introduced by which the power company could abandon any rights, if such 
exist, which it does not wish to exercise in regard to stringing of its wires. May I 
illustrate by a concrete case? Suppose the power company deals with a man, and 
obtains the right to string its transmission wires across his property, and they string 
them sixty feet in the air. The man gives us an easement over his property in regard 
to the stringing of wires, because that is all the Act allows us to take. The easement 
must attach to the land, and therefore, for all time to'come, that man has the wire 
over his land and we have an easement as acquired by the use of those wires across the 
land. The man says to us, “ But you have that whole easement from the wires down to 
the ground.” We say, “ We do not agree with you, we only get the actual cubic feet 
occupied by the wire in the air.” We say to him, “ We are willing to abandon any 
right to the space between the wire and the ground,” but he says, “You have no power 
to abandon, because a public corporation cannot abandon any rights.” Therefore we 
ask for an amendment to this clause which gives us the right to abandon any right 
which we have acquired by acquiring an easement across property by stringing wires. 
Tt is a protection to the company because of the difficulty which has occurred in every 
case where we have dealt with the private individual. The owner says, “‘ There is no 
provision in the Railway Act which enables you to abandon these rights.” We are 
quite willing to abandon them and he is quite willing that we should do it. This ques- 
tion deals with the past more than the future. The whole question arose in a recent 
case before the courts, as to whether there was power of abandonment, and the Chief 
Justice of Ontario, when the matter came before him, expressed the opinion that the 
Railway Act should be amended to allow the railway company to abandon any rights 
it did not wish to hold by reason of the easement it acquired across land by stringing 
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wires. The future is dealt with in the provisions of the Bill. I am speaking of the 
past, where we have acquired easements, and this question comes up in dealing with 
these pecple They say, ‘“‘ When we gave you that easement we did not understand we 
were giving away all the space between the land and the wire,” and we say, “We did 
not intend to take that.” 

Mr. Nespirr: Does your company not reserve the right to come in and examine 
your poles and wires? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: That is where poles exist. 

Mr. Nessirr: You cannot come in and examine the wires without using the 
ground. 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: It would be better expressed by the use of the word “license” 
to operate, maintain and repair. 

Mr. Carvety: If you do not obtain the right from the ground up, if your wire 
breaks and you go on the ground to repair it, do you not become trespassers ! 

Mr. MecCarruy, K.C.: We would, if we went on the ground without the leave 
of the owner. We have to ask his permission to go on and make repairs. 

Mr. Carvety: Your expropriation is only a right to keep wires in the air. 

Mr. McCarry, K.C.: That is the chance we would have to take. But the land- 
owner says, “ You are actually taking our land. You are only asking for an easement, 
but we can never build on that land. You may be 60 feet in the air to-day, but you 
may drop 50 feet to-morrow, therefore I could not build a shack 20 feat on the 
ground.” We say, “ We abandon that.” And they say, “ The Act does not give you 
the power to abandon.” 

Mr. Sryciair: You never want the land? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Tf we do we have to buy it. We have settled with people 
and acquired easements on the assumption we were only taking rights in the air. 

Mr. Macrean (South York): But the farmer wants to be paid all the way down. 
He gives something away he thought he was not giving. 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: Yes, and he wants to exercise the right he thought he had 
obtained, and we want to give it to him. 

Mr. Nespirr: In case you want that air space below your wires, you are prepared 
to pay him for it? 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: We would have to go through fresh expropriation proceed- 
ings and pay for it. All we ever paid him for was the space occupied by the wire, 
and if we want more we have to pay for it. 

Mr. Carvett: Would that not put the company at a little disadvantage? I have 
a little knowledge of these things myself. Should the company not have the right 
to go in there and repair its wires? 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: I think that is provided for. I do not think an easement 
is required. The easement affects the land. A license to enter would be quite sufli- 
cient. 2 

Mr. Macponett: What is the nature of thé amendment you suggest? 

Mr. McCartny, K.C.: J have drafted an amendment which I handed to Mr. 
Johnstone, and he will submit it to you. A great many cases exist at the present 
time where we would be quite willing to go to the landowner and say, “ True we ask 
for something, but neither of us understand the exact thing we asked for.’ We 
would like to go to him and say: “If any doubt exists we would be perfectly willing 
to abandon any rights which you think we have but which we did not wish to acquire. 
We think we only acquired a certain right.” J do not think any party understood 
what an easement in the air was. 


y 
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Mr. Carveti: Are there many instances in Ontario where the principle has 
arisen ? 


Mr. McCarrtny, K.C.: Yes, there is a line 250 or 300: miles long. We have gone 
to people and said, “ We want to cross over your property ” and have negotiated with 
them and crossed over. People afterwards found out the agreement which they made 
to give us an easement affected them much more vitally than they ever thought of 
or we ever intended. ; 


Mr. Nessitt: You are speaking of the Hydro-electric? 


Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: No, the Toronto-Niagara Power Company. They have 
been given certain powers. They can expropriate easements, but I do not think the 
great majority of the farmers whose lands are crossed appreciate at the time what 
the easement means, but some do later on. 


Mr. Sincuai: Are you speaking of transmission lines? 


Mr. McCarrny: I am only speaking of transmission lines. The Toronto and 
Niagara Power Company was incorporated by Act of the Dominion House and is 
subject to the provisions of the Railway Act and certain clauses that are being 
incorporated in that Act. 


Mr. Maciran: Give an instance of an easement as between the company and 
private parties. I would like to know the circumstances of a specific case of easement. 


Mr. McCarruy: Here is a case which has arisen between the company and the 
proprietor. 
Mr. Mactean: Cite one case which will illustrate a number of cases. 


Mr. McCarrny: For instance, towers were constructed all along Burlington 
Beach, and the Burlington Beach Commission appeared before the minister. The 
question of plans were discussed, and after agreeing with the minister on the height 
of the towers and the way the wires should be strung, those plans were approved. Of 
course we were not subject to the Railway Board and the towers were simply placed 
at the points indicated by the minister, we explaining to him the class of towers 
which we intended to erect. We paid the Burlington Beach Commission—in fact we 
paid all along the Burlington Beach—a certain amount per tower. Under the Rail- 
way Act we had to string the wires at a height of 22 feet when they crossed any high- 
way, but there is no limitation as to the height of wires across private property. 
Along the Burlington Beach we could lower our wires to 12 feet-as long as the wires 
were 22 feet above a highway. Burlington Beach Commission is now representing 
this property to be public playgrounds and bathing and recreation grounds, there 
being boathouses, sailing boats and other things in use there, and the question has 
arisen, ‘“ Have we the right to lower those wires?” Not only there, but the question 
has arisen in many other cases between Niagara and Toronto. For example, there are 
two cases at Thorold where the question arises in putting in branch lines. The matter 
has come up from time to time in the courts and we have always said we cannot do 
anything. When the Burlington Beach case came up the Chief Justice of Ontario 
suggested to me: “The Dominion Railway Act is being revised. Is not this an 
opportunity to have this point settled?’ Accordingly, judgment was reserved in that 
case to enable us to submit our views, and judgment stands until the matter has been 
disposed of by this Committee. 

Mr. Mactran: What was the issue before the Court? 

Mr. McCartuy: The issue before the Court was this: We strung our wires 66 
feet above Coleman’s property, and Coleman said to us: “I want an arbitration.” 
The question arose in arbitration, “ What have you acquired?” Coleman’s contention 
was, “ You have acquired a right from the ground up.” We said, “No, we have not 
acquired a right from the ground up, but only the cubie space occupied by our wires.” 
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The arbitrators agreed that the cubic space occupied by our wires was all we had 
acquired, and awarded damages on that basis. Coleman went to the Court of Appeal, 

and the court referred it back to the arbitrators, and they awarded him additional 

damages. Not satisfied with that he went to the Court of Appeal again and the Court . 
of Appeal said: “Let us get this matter settled. What did you get by your ease- 

ments? Did you get from the ground up gr only from the cubic space occupied by 
the wires. The matter is easily determined and if you say you only got the cubic 

space occupied by your wires you can abandon the rest.” We said, all right. 

Mr. Mactran: Why should not Parliament define easement more exactly. 

Mr. Carvery: There are many cases in the country districts where a power line 
can go upon a man’s farm and practically do no harm whatever. There is the possi- 
bility of the wire breaking and the necessity of making repairs; but the power line 
might continue for years and years and do absolutely no harm whatever. 

Mr. Sincuar: There is a certain amount of danger involved. 

Mr. McCartuy: We have to pay for the right to cross and there is a possibility 
of accidents happening. But Coleman said “It goes much further than that, I can 
never build where you are located.” We say we are quite willing to abandon, but the 
man contends “ You have no power to abandon.” 

Mr. Macponatp: What have you to say about this, Mr. Johnston? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It seems to me what Mr. McCarthy wishes to do is to 
limit his rights to the necessities of the case. He may have taken a great deal more 
than was necessary, and certainly any easement gives a great deal more than these 
private persons would wish to give. But Mr. McCarthy says: “We are willing to 
limit our rights merely to the maintenance of that wire at that point 66 feet above 
ground, and to abandon anything else.” 

The CHairmMan: Would you kindly read the amendments which he proposes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. McCarthy’s proposed amendment is to add subsection 
3 to section 219, and it would read as follows (reads) :— 


“Where the amount of compensation payable under the notice has been 
referred to arbitration, the company may, in lieu of abandoning the notice pur- 
suant to subsection (1) hereof, give to the opposite party and to the arbitrator, 
a notice varying the description of the lands or materials to be taken or the 
powers intended to be exercised by the Company; which subsequent notice shall 
also contain— 

“ (a) A declaration of readiness to pay a certain sum or rent as the case 
may be, as compensation for such lands or for damages for such materials or 
powers, and damages suffered and costs incurred by such opposite party in con- 
sequence of the former notice: 

“(b) A notification that if within eight days after the service of such 
notice the party to whom the notice is addressed, does not give notice to the 
company that he accepts the sum offered by the company, the arbitrator may 
proceed to fix the compensation for the lands, materials or powers described 
in such subsequent notice.” 


Now, as to subsection 4 (reads) :— 


“Tn the event of the arbitration proceeding pursuant to such subsequent 
notice, all evidence taken and proceedings had under the former notice, shall, 
in so far as they are applicable, be used in the arbitration upon the subsequent 
notice and proceedings on both notices shall be deemed one arbitration, but 
the company shall be liable to pay all damages suffered and costs incurred by 
the opposite party by reason of the company having failed to demand by the 
original notice, the lands, materials or powers as described in the subsequent 
notice.” ; 
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The CuammaAn: What do you advise? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think it is a very reasonable suggestion. I understand 
that in the case Mr. McCarthy has referred to they strung the wires 66 feet above 
the ground. The owner of the land complains that what the company really has taken 
is a general easement, or license, which entitles the company to lower that wire to 
any distance at all so long as they keep to a distance of 22 feet in crossing high- 
ways. Now, Mr. McCarthy says: ‘We never intended to take that, we do not 
want to do you any damage, we are willing to limit our rights to the maintenance 
of that wire 66 feet above the ground”. We are not dealing here with the general 
question of the rights of easement. F 

Mr. Macponetn: Have you given thought to making this of general appli- 
cation? The amendment is aimed at a certain specific case. That is the reason it 
would seem most desirable that where a company wants to abandon any part of its 
easement it should be permitted to do so. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think, Mr. Macdonell, that Mr. McCarthy’s language 
is calculated to cover the very point you make. 

Mr. Carvetu: Section 219 is broad enough to cover the abandonment of lands. 

Mr. McCartuy: But not of any powers. 


Mr. Nessirr: I would suggest that copies of the proposed amendments be 
struck off and supplied to us so that we can clearly understand what is proposed 
when we next take the matter up. 

Mr. Carvett: I would like to say that the proposition seems very reasonable 
and I would feel like meeting as far as possible Mr. McCarthy’s wishes. 

Mr. Maciean: It would be a good thing to send a copy to the Attorney General 
of Ontario. 

The CuammMaNn: The section stands, and in the meantime the Clerk will have 
copies of the proposed amendments prepared and sent to each member of the com- 
mittee. 

Section allowed to stand. 


Mr. Nespirr: I have been spoken to by people who want to say something about 
the insurance clause. 

The CuHamman: The Executive Committee of the Union of Canadian Muni- 
cipalities have asked that a day be fixed for the consideration of the sections affecting 
cities, towns and villages, particularly the matter of the expropriation of easements 
in Section 216, and the matters dealt with in sections 252, 254, 256 and 258. What 
are the wishes of the committee in regard to the matter. 

Mr. MactEan: That is the very point I raised with Mr. McCarthy. This 
question of easement may involve municipalities. These men want to be heard and 
I would suggest that a date be set for the hearing. 


Mr. Nespirt: Leave that to the chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN: I would rather the committee fixed the date themselves. 


- Mr. Macponeti: I received a letter from the President of the Union of Cana- 
dian Municipalities saying he would like to have a day appointed for hearing their 
views with regard to certain clauses. 

The CHarMan: I understand there is a representative from Winnipeg anxious 
to be given a hearing on some of these clauses. . 

Mr. Macponett: Sir Adam Beck wishes to be heard regarding certain matters 
of prime importance. He is at present in California, but will be back in Ontario 
on May 15. T would like a date to be fixed that would enable Sir Adam to be present. 
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Mr. Carver: I have received some communications with respect to the pro- 
tection of cattle. I thought we might some time in the near future name a day when 
the sections having reference to that matter might be discussed. 

It was decided to hear the representatives of Municipalities on Friday, 18th 
instant. 

Mr. Carvett: Now as to cattle protection, this is a question that ought to be 
thrashed out and settled some way. In the first place I do not accept the decision of the 
court as good law, but we had those decisions, and we are bound by them in the mean- 
time. The question should now be settled so that there will be no doubt about what 
the rights are. 

The CuamMan: Can you suggest any date for taking up the question? 

Mr. Carveti: That is the difficulty, I am tied up in other committees. 

The Cuatirman: Would a week to-day suit you? 

Mr. Carveti: Yes, that will be all right. 


The Cuamman: Then we will.take up that clause of the bill on Thursday next. 


The committee adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Housr or Commons, 
May 4, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11.10 a.m. 


On section 168—Loeation of line. 

The CuairMAN: This section was held over for consideration and amendment by a 
sub-committee. Mr. Johnston, K.C., is now ready to report what has been done by 
that committee. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam (To Mr. Johnston, K.C.) What have you done? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You will recollect that section 168 now gives to the Board 
the power to approve of the map showing the general location. Formerly that was left 
with the Minister of Railways, but it is proposed here to give it to the Board. Some 
of the Committee took strong objection to some of the words in subsection 3. The 
words read as follows :— 


If the Board deems that the construction-of a Railway upon the proposed 
location, and upon any portion thereof, is not in the public interest it shall 
refuse approval of the whole or of such portion. 


Some of the Committee thought that was nullifying the action of Parliament and 
degrading Parliament, which has already granted a special act. It was then pointed 
out that section 194 gives the Board power to prevent duplication and to order the 
joint use of tracks, which seemed to some of the Committee all that was necessary. I 
have discussed the matter with Mr. Bennett, and also with Mr. Chrysler, K.C., at 
the request of the Committee, that we have come to the conclusion that if the words 
I have just quoted—in fact all the words in subsection 3 of section 168, commencing 
with the word “but” in the third line—were omitted, and section 194, with subsec- 
tions 4 and 5 allowed to stand as it is, that would be all that is necessary. I would 
make that recommendation to the Committee. Mr. Bennett and Mr. Chrysler are of 
the same opinion. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: If that accomplishes what is desired I am satisfied. 

Mr. Srvcniair: What result would be accomplished by the amendment? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The result will be, I think, that the Board could not arbi- 
trarily refuse consent to any location. 

The CuHairmMan: They could refuse consent to the duplication of a line 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Absolutely, under section 194. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: I do not think that is too much power to give. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The clause as drawn was certainly subject to many of the 
objections which the Committee made: That whereas the Board of Railway Commis- 
sioners are supposed to carry out the law and policy of Parliament, they were here 
given the power to adopt a course in opposition to the policy of either the Govern- 
ment or Parliament. I think the section as amended, if the Committee accepts the 
amendment, will be all right. 

Mr. Sryciatr: Would the section as originally proposed have given the power to 
stop the construction of the Hudson Bay Railway ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I believe it would in effect have given the Board that power. 
I don’t suppose it is desirable that you should substitute the Board for Parliament 
after Parliament has adopted a policy. 

Amendment as submitted by Mr. Johnston, K.C. agreed to. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I have been asked by Mr. Chrysler to apply for permission 
to return to section 148 for a moment. 


On section 148—Purchase of railway securities. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: The Committee will recollect that in the first line after the 
word “shall”, these words, “except as in this Act otherwise provided were added. 
Mr. Chrysler points out that the addition should read “ except as in this Act or in the 
Special Act, otherwise provided »” 1 think that is manifest. 

Mr. Curysurr, K.C.: I suggest that the words be added at the beginning of the 
section. It will then read, “Except as in this Act, or in the Special Act otherwise 
provided, no Company shall”, ete. 


Section as amended adopted. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is another matter Mr. Chrysler and I were discussing 
and that is in regard to section 159. I think you may wish to go back to that again. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is in connection with the question of easements. An 
amendment will be required to this section. 

The Cuamman: Now we come to section 216. This was left over for the purpose 
of adjustment, and Mr. Johnston, I understand, is ready to report. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I have taken that clause up with Mr. Chrysler, and we 
agree that the word “ opposite” in the third line, should be struck out. The reason 
for that is: it has been held in a number of decisions that all parties interested must get 
notice. We felt that if we put in the word “ opposite” that it might be held to refer 
to a single party, and we have thought it better in view of the decisions rendered to 
make the change. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: The same word will have to come out in a number of other 
places. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, in several places. The language may not seem very 
apt but it has been interpreted in a number of decisions. 

Section as amended agreed to. 


On section 218—Service by publication. 
} Mr. JoHNsTON, KC.: I would like to add some words making it clear that the 
judge would have discretion. Mr. Graham has pointed out that it might not be fair 
to limit the publication of notice in a newspaper in the particular district or county 
where the lands were. I therefore propose to add, after the last word “county” in 
subsection 3, these words, “and in such other newspaper if any, as the judge may 
direct ”’. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: That is all right. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Also leave out the word “ opposite” in the first line. 

Section adopted as amended. 


On section 220—If sum offered not accepted. 
Hon. Mr. Granam: There is something new there, what is it? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The County Court Judges may be sole arbitrators in 
all railway arbitrations. 7 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is a serious change but I have no objection to it. It 
is worth consideration. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Will that add to the red tape, or increase the time it will 
take to get a decision ? 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No, it will simplify it very much. 

Mr. Srycuair: I think it is a good move. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: It will be more satisfactory to every person. Is that the 
meaning of the change—that all valuations of land or arbitrations under the expro- 
priation proceedings go before the county judge? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No, this only relates to the Railway Act. 

Mr. Sinctam: Would you strike out the word “ opposite” in this? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We should strike it out in every place or leave it in all 
places where it occurs. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would suggest that we insert in the interpretation sec- 
tions a definition of the word “party” we might say “interested party”. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: If we change that phraseology we might compel the rail- 
way company to serve an indefinite number of people. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I think there should be a definition inserted. 

The Cuatirman: The word “opposite” occurs in section 220. Shall we strike 
that out? 

Mr. Lemieux: I do not see why we should leave the word “ opposite” there. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Mr. Johnston objects to the use of the words “ party inter- 
ested” because it might involve the service of a great number of parties. 

The CHairmMan: Mr. Chrysler proposes to amend the interpretation section by 
adding a subsection. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If that is intended, perhaps it woud be desirable to accept 
the suggestion I made yesterday: instead of using the words “ party interested” say 
“every party interested.” 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is too wide. All persons having a separate interest 
which they represent themselves should be served, but if the trustee of an estate re- 
presents forty or fifty heirs, you should not have to serve all the heirs. The trustee 
is the person who is entitled to convey, and that is the language we had in the Act 
before, and you have in the section passed yesterday several cases of representatives 
who are entitled to deal with the property, but there are a lot of other people interested. 
Take a piece of land with a right of way over it. You serve the owner, but you are 
going to serve every person who has a right of way over the land? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If you insert “every person interested” you would be in 
exactly the same position. 

The CHairMan: We might pass the clause, and Mr. Johnston and Mr. Chrysler 
will prepare an amendment, if necessary, to the interpretation section. 


Section adopted. 


On section 222—Increased value of remaining lands to be considered. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The first paragraph is just as it was before. Subsection 
3, however, is added to make it clear that the arbitrator may allow interest. It seems 
that it has been the custom to allow interest sometimes, but in the case of Clark versus 
the Toronto, Grey & Bruce Railway it was suggested there was no right to allow in- 
terest, and this is simply to make it clear it may be allowed. 

Mr. Srvcrair: I do not like this subsection. Cases arise very often where the 
railway does not take the land within the year, and it might be a great hardship to 
the owner that his property should be tied up for several years. The Company do not 
pay for it until they take it, but they file a profile in the office of the Registrar of 
Deeds. We will say that the property is a lot in a village, where the man cannot 
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build or sell or do anything. It is tied up for several years, and the Company either 
pay for it themselves or give it to him. When they do build their railway and take 
it, then they come forward and pay for it. Is that right? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There are other sections which cover that. They have 
to take it within a year or their notice falls. Is that not the effect of the section? 

Mr. Sincuam: Yes. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: That is an amendment we made some few years ago, think- 
ing it was for the benefit of the property owner. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I think it is all right in this Bill. 

Mr. Stvctar: Am I right in my construction ? 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I think so. That section was added for the relief of the 
individual whose land was taken. . 

Hon. Mr. Granuam: Has it that effect? : 

Mr. Smuvciair: The Company may not take the land until several years after they 
file their profile. In many cases this must be so, because they are very slow in building 
the railway sometimes. 

Mr. Curystur, K.C.: You have to take the land within one year from the date of 
your notice. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: That is as I recollect the meaning of the statute. The com- 
plaint was made that the railways would do just as Mr. Sinclair says, serve the 
notice and keep you dangling for years. My recollection is that we amended the 
statute to cure that. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This section was intended to remedy another grievance, 
namely that in the West, where lands have advanced rapidly in price, in some cases 
they datcd the notice back and said that the land should be valued at the time of tak- 
ing, and the owner of the land said, “No we want the notice to be dated forward, in 
order that we may get the enhanced value of the land”. 

Hon. Mr. GranamM: That is another point. The owner of the land wanted to get 
the benefit of the increased value. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Subsection 2, of section 172, reads as follows: 


“Where no time is fixed by the Board as above mentioned, if the Company, 
within one year after such sanction of leave has been given by the Board, or 
in any case’ where no such sanction or leave is necessary, if the Company within 
one year after the plan, profile and book of reference have been deposited with 
the Registrar of Deeds, does not acquire the lands covered by such sanction, 
leave, or plan, profile and book of reference, or give the notice mentioned in 
section 216 in respect thereof, the Company’s right to take or enter upon, without 
the consent of the owner, any part of such lands which it has not within the 
said year either acquired or given such notice in respect of, shall at the expira- 
tion of such year absolutely cease and determine.” 


Mr. Smvcrarr: Does that conflict with the other? 
Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: No, the other only deals with the question of value. 
Section adopted. 


On section 223—Company may offer easement, ete. 


Mr. Ji OHNSTON, KC.: That section is substantially taken from the Expropriation 
Act. There is a similar section in the Expropriation Act which enables the Railway 
Company to offer to the owner of lots whose lands are taken a compensating easement 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This does not conflict with the other section. You can pass 
this without affecting the other. This is an agreement to be made with the owner to 
give him a cattle pass, or bridge, or water or anything else in mitigation of damages. 


Section adopted. 


On section 224—Costs of arbitration. 


Hon. Mr. Lemmux: Have you read the judgment rendered by Judge Mercier the 
other day in Montreal as to the cost of expropriation in which he cut the fees of the 
arbitrators in a very high handed fashion ? 


Hon. Mr. GranaAm: That would not be very pleasant reading for Mr. Chrysler, 
I think he would prefer to read something more entertaining. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Formerly there was a hard and fast rule as to costs. When 
the award exceeded the sum offered by the Company, the costs of the arbitration were 
borne by the Company but otherwise they were borne by the other party. This section 
gives the judge who was the arbitrator a discretion. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: The arbitrator gets nothing. 
Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: The arbitrator in this case gets no fees either. 
Mr. Stvcuair: He is the judge under this section ? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: He has to be a judge under this section. Previously each 
party named his own arbitrator. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: This cannot be looked upon as graft by a judge. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, the county judges would have a great many objections 
to that clause. They will say they ought to be compensated. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Should they not be compensated ? 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That is a question. Do county court judges have to work 
too hard? 


Section adopted. 


On section 225—Proceedings of Arbitrator. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: I suppose this is to prevent the prolongation of the proceed- 
ings. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There are two points covered. Very often it has been the 
practice to employ a great number of experts. It lengthens the proceedings and in- 
creases costs. It limits the expert witnesses to three on behalf of any party. Then 
the second part of the clause enables the arbitrator by consent of the parties to view 
land and make his decision without calling witnesses. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: This provision limits the number of experts to three on each 
side. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There is a similar provision in The Evidence Act. My 
recollection is that it was five. 
Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: It is three in the Municipal Act for the Province of Ontario. 
I should think three would be enough. Five experts are too many. 
Section adopted. 


On section 229—Arbitrator to proceed speedily. 
Hon. Mr. Grauam: Is that new? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is practically a new section 
Section read by the chairman. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is important. It is so manifestly fair that I do not 
believe the Committee will have any objection to it. Section 204 of the old Act, which 
is superseded by section 229, was not fair to the opposite party. I do not think the 
railways have any objection to section 229 as it is. 

Mr. Curysiter, K.C.: No, sir. 

Section adopted. 


On section 233—Appeal from award. 

Hon. Mr. GranwaAm: This is a new section. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: It contains a number of changes. First, the owner was 
not previously allowed an appeal where he was awarded less than $600. Now he is 
allowed an appeal. 

The Cuamman: Is that practically the only change, Mr. Johnston? * 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No. In subsection 1 the words “upon any other ground 
of objection” are added. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The only thing I am interested in would be this: If it is a 
new section to see that it does not make it more difficult to get a final decision. 

Mr. Crrysier, K.C.: It is practically the same as before but substituting the 
judge for the arbitrator. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is another thing, Mr. Chrysler, that subsection 3 
provides for, that is that there can be only one appeal except where the amount 
awarded or claimed exceeds $10,000. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Is that new? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, that is new. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: What did the old Act provide? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It had no such provision. Now, there cannot be an 
indefinite number of appeals. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The principle is all right, but I think the amount is too 
high. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It just lessens the number of appeals. 

Mr. Macponetut: The amount fixed in the subsection is too high. A man may 
desire to appeal, and there is no reason why he should not be allowed to by fixing a 
reasonable sum. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Suppose we fix the amount at $5,000. 


The CHamMan: Does the change from $10,000 to $5,000 in subsection 3 of this 
clause meet with the approval of the Committee? 


- 


Section as amended adopted. 


On section 234—Paying money into court. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: That is the old principle, if not sure of the amount pay it 
into court. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: They have to see that all parties interested get the money. 
Take a case in which a life tenant is in possession of land, and he may sell to a 
railway company. The company pays the money to court under this section and 
allows the interested parties to adjust their rights among themselves. 


Section adopted. 


On section 237—Compensation in place of land. 
Hon. Mr. Granam: What does that mean? 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The purpose is to protect the owner’s lien for unpaid 
purchase money, but I do not think that it is necessary. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I do not think it is necessary, but I do not see any objec- 
tion to it if it helps any one. In my opinion the necessities are met by provisions 
already in the Act. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The only words that are added are the last four lines, and 
the draftsman says of the addition :— 


“The owner’s lien for unpaid purchase money is expressly protective. 
There have been some complaints in the case of insolvent companies. The 
change is in the addition of the last four lines.” 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: An insolvent company would not get a title any more than 
a solvent company would, except by paying for it and getting a deed from the person 
entitled to convey. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not see any advantage in the added words. Do you 
Mr. Chrysler ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 240—Warrant for possession. 

Mr. Macnoneti: There is something new there. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There was an oversight in the old Act, and the Bill as it 
is now drawn provides that compensation must be paid or tendered before a warrant 
for possession is ordered. The railway companies do not object to that. 

Mr. Curysurr, K.C.: “No. 

Section adopted. 


On Section 242—Paragraph (b)—Deposit of compensation. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This provides that the judge shall not grant any warrant 
under the last preceding section unless, and here is an addition which is new, the 
amount certified by the surveyor or engineer as the fair value of the land, is greater 
than the amount offered by the company. Then the amount which the company must . 
pay is determined by the larger amount. In addition to that, the judge may see that 
the party himself is paid in part and that the company gives security for the balance. 
This is not for the relief of the railways, it is just the other way. 

Hon. Mr. Grawam: The basis of settlement will be on a larger scale when the 
engineer’s report is larger than that set forth in the report of the company. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C. I have no objection to this, speaking on behalf of the rail- 
ways. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Then as to subsection 2, that permits the judge to order 
substitutional service where the party cannot be served. 


Section adopted. 


On section 245—Respecting wages: current rate. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is the old section. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: The fair and reasonable rate is ascertained by the officers of 
the Labour Department. That is my experience. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: The words are, “Shall be paid such wages as are generally 
accepted as current for competent workmen in the district in which the work is being 
performed.” That is really fixed now by the Department of Labour in case of dispute. 
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Mr. Jounnston, K.C.: The word “Minister” in this Act means the Minister of 
Railways and Canals. 


Mr. Stxcuair: Does this take the railway labourers out of the jurisdiction of the 
Lemieux Act? 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: There is a special Act for disputes in railway matters besides 
the Lemieux Act, but here it is in regard to work and wages. When a railway has 
been subsidized by Parliament it is understood that the wages are to be at the current 
rate, and the railways have to accept the schedule prepared by the Minister of Labour. 
Each time the railway was subsidized a schedule was sent to you to see that your 
engineer or your inspector would haye such wages paid to the men working on the 
railway, and if there was a dispute, it was investigated by the Minister of Labour. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, that is so. 


Hon. Mr. Lemieux: I think the word “ Minister” applies to the Minister of 
Labour. : 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No. The section says that mechanics, labourers or other 
persons who perform labour in such construction shall be paid such wages as are 
generally accepted as current for competent workmen in the district in which the 
work is being performed. That is by the Minister of Railways. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: I think it means Minister of Railways. The Minister of 
Labour would usually give his advice to the Minister of Railways as to what was the 
proper schedule of wages. That was arranged with the Minister of Railways, because 
he is the only authority to say to the contractor what it should be. His decision was 
final as to what the proper schedule was. He took his advice from the Minister of 
Labour in regard to the schedule. 


Mr. Macpnonett: I think the labour clause should be inserted in the subsidies 
agreement. The Minister of Railways gets the schedule of prices from the Minister 
of Labour, and that is inserted in the agreement. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: He puts in the subsidies agreement a clause to pay the proper 
rate of wages. The rate of wages might not be the same at the time he was contract- 
ing as at the time he was constructing the road. 


Mr. Macponett: Mr. Lawrence would like to be heard on this section. 


Mr. Lawrence: The committee will remember there was a discussion in the House 
some time ago in regard to the question of payment of railway employees semi-monthly- 
We wish to add something along that line to section 245. We did not insert that in 
our presentation to the committee, but we would like them to consider it. 


Hon. Mr. GranamM: You do not mean semi-monthly payments to men employed 
in construction, but to men employed in the operation. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This is construction only. 
Hon. Mr. GranamM: This section applies to a contractor constructing a line. 
Mr. Lawrence: Then I will ask to have the clause inserted in some other place. 


The Cuamman: Jf Mr. Lawrence drafts a section it will be submitted to the 
committee under another section. 


Mr. Srvciamr: I would not think it was advisable to place the railway employees 
under the Minister of Railways. 


Mr. LAWRENCE: No, it is proposed to insert in the Bill a provision that railways 
should pay their employees semi-monthly. I will submit a draft clause later. 


Section adopted. 
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On section 251—Headway over cars. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There is a question about that. The O.P.R. ask that 
seven feet should be made six feet six. 

Hon. Mr. GraHam: That is between the top of the car and the lowest point of 
the bridge or tunnel ? 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Between the top of the highest box car and the lowest 
portion of any structure over the road. As I represent both companies, I may say 
that the Grand Trunk thinks it should be left as it is. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: It is seven feet now. 

Mr. Sinciatr: It is to protect the head of the tall brakeman. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think the only point is the difference in the practice of 
men going on top of cars. They say it is not now necessary. I do not know whether 
that is so or not, but it is seven feet in the present act. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: I would like to hear the railway men on that. 

Mr. Pettizer: They would not like to see the head room diminished. As a matter 
of fact, if box cars continue to grow in size, we will have to jack up some of the 
‘tunnels to prevent men being injured. J speak from about forty years’ experience 
in railway service. 

Mr. Lawrence: It is just as necessary to have it seven feet now as it ever was; 
in fact, it should be higher. The rule requires men to get on top of the cars just 
the same as ever. There should be no reduction. If anything there should be an 
increase in the height. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: In subsection 3 they ask for a space of not less than 22 feet 
6 inches. The C.P.R. suggest that 20 feet 3 inches would be quite sufficient. That is 
the same thing. You have got to deduct the height of the car from the total space to 
get the distance. I think if the 22 feet stands the 7 feet 6 will have to stand. 

Section adopted. 


On section 252—Where length exceeds 18 feet. 

The CHairmMan: We have a communication which I believe should be placed on 
the record for the committee to consider, from the Union of Canadian Municipalities. 
It is a letter addressed to me, and reads as follows :— 


Dear Sir: Mayor Todd, of Victoria, B.C., is very anxious to have the 
last 19 words of first part section 252 of Bill No. 13 struck out. He wires 
me as follows: 

“T strongly urge amending section 252 by striking out last nineteen words 
in first paragraph, on account of various and changing local conditions. Special 
consideration and order by Board of Railway Commissioners should be required 
in each and every case of construction, reconstruction or alteration, especially in 
cases where adjacent to or within confines of cities or municipalities.” 

Concerning the rest of the Bill I am anxious, as representing the Union of 
Canadian Municipalities in general, to be present at discussion particularly 
of clauses of Sections 252, 254, 256, 309, 367, 378, and would be obliged for a 
wire when these clauses are likely to be discussed. If the sending of such a wire 
is not too inconvenient. 

Faithfully yours, 
W. D. LIGHTHALL, 


Hon. Secty.-Treas. U.C.M. 


We will notify Mr. Lighthall to be here on Tuesday and then we ean hear his views. 
Section allowed to stand. 
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On section 257—Application for crossings. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: The farmers want to be heard in reference to protection for 
cattle. f 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This question will come up later. Mr. Carvell is going to 
look after the farmers. 


The section was adopted. 


On section 259—Preventing obstruction of view. 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: The whole clause is new, and there is no great objection to 
it except that it goes a little too far. The section gives power to the Board, for the 
purpose of diminishing danger at any highway crossing, to order: 


(a) That any trees, buildings, earth or other obstruction to the view, which 
may be upon the railway, the highway or any adjoining lands, shall be removed; 


(b) That nothing obstructing the view shall be placed at such crossing or 
nearer thereto than the Board designates; 
and for any such purpose the Board shall have power to authorize or direct the 
expropriation of any lands, the acquirement of any easement and the doing of 
anything deemed necessary, and shall have power to fix and order payment of 
such compensation as it deems just. 


Now, a good deal of that is valuable. It is proper that the Board should have power 
to order the removal of trees, earth or other obstruction to the view, which may be upon 
the highway, possibly upon the adjoining lands, although I do not know about that. 
But as to buildings, the Board will have power to order the removal of buildings 
constituting an obstruction which stand upon the railway itself, and that may happen 
to be a warehouse, shops, or something of that kind, which would require to be removed 
because held to be a danger to the crossing. Or it may be a toll house or a gate house 
that obstructs the view. We think the Board ought not to be given power to impose 
upon a railway or municipality the removal of buildings which may be on adjoining 
lands, as well as upon the lands of the company or municipality. 


Mr. Sivcuair: Is this provision for the purpose of giving Railway employees a 
chance to see the track? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It has in mind the interests of the public also, where the 


view is obstructed of the man who is operating an engine, or the man who is driving 
over a crossing. 


Mr. SINCLAIR: It is a pretty drastic clause. If I had a shade tree on my property + 
that was not in the way, I would not like to have it cut down. 


A The Cuamrman: Trees are in many cases objectionable on account of obstructing 
the view. 


Mr. Lawrence: I remember a case where there was a dangerous crossing im a 
farming community, and the matter was referred to the Board. There were no 
buildings near the crossing, but there were a number of scrub trees that had grown 
up and were obstructing the view. The Board suggested that the objectionable trees 
should be cut down. However, the owners would not cut them down and the Board 
could not order them to do so. I understand this provision is to cover such cases as 
that. There may be instances where there are beautiful shade trees which ought not 
to be sacrificed, but there are a great many other cases where, in the opinion of the 
Board the trees should be cut down and they should have power to see that it is done. 


The CuamMAn: Could you not include trees in the amendment you suggested, 
Mr. Chrysler? 


eae 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am quite satisfied that the Railway or a municipality 
should be ordered to cut down trees upon a highway or upon a railway because the 
Board has control over these things, but to expropriate private property for removal 
may result in very heavy expense. 


’ 


The CramMan: I know of many instances in the country where trees constitute 
a serious objection. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not think the hardship there would be so great as it 
would be where the removal of expensive buildings was ordered. 

Mr. Lawrence: In the case I referred to the trees were of no earthly value at all. 
If the power asked for in this section is not granted, the Board can order the Railway 
Company to place a watchman at the crossing, which would mean more expense to 
them than paying for the cutting down of trees or the removal of buildings. I do 
not know why the Railway Companies should object to this provision. 


Mr. Sinciarr: Do you not think that if it were necessary to cut down trees in 
order to afford an uninterrupted view of the railway, the company should pay for it? 


Mr. Lawrence: Certainly some person should pay for the trees cut down. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Under the present Act, in cases of this kind, would not the 
Board have the right to distribute the cost between the Railway and the municipality 
as they saw fit. 

Mr. _Curyster, K.C.: There are sections dealing with cost of making improve- 
ments to highways, for instance, the raising or lowering of gates, and things of that 
kind, in which the Board may direct a municipality to assume part of the cost, but I 
do not think those sections would apply in this case. 

The Cuairman: If the word “buildings” were struck out, would it meet your 
views ? 

Mr. Macponeti: A building is often a very great obstruction to the view. Some- 
times on railways I have seen freight sheds that are in the way. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The company should remove anything the Board ordered 
them to remove that stood on the road where it constituted a menace. 


The Cuatrman: Is it the wish of the Committee that the word “buildings” 
should be struck out? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, that would not meet the case. Suppose we say, Mr. 
Chrysler, “any trees, buildings, earth or other obstruction to the view, which may be 
upon the railway or the highway, or any trees on adjoining lands.” 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think that is all right. 

Mr. Macponeti: You are limiting the obstruction on adjoining lands to trees, 
exclusively. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If I understand the point Mr. Chrysler is raising, it is 
this: I own an hotel on the corner of the highway and the railway right of way, 
where I am carrying on a thriving business, is it fair that the railway should be 
ordered to expropriate my building? 

Mr. Macponett: This provision does not say they must do so. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It gives the Board power to order the expropriation of any 
land. 

Mr. Macponeti: It is not declared that the railway company shall pay. What 
the section provides is that the Board may order such compensation as it deems just. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Under section 260, Mr. Chrysler, the Board has the very 
widest power as to the distribution of costs. 


142 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would be quite satisfied with the amendment which Mr. 
Johnston suggests, but we should not be asked to remove buildings from private 
property. 

Mr. Macponett: There is nothing here to that effect. 

Mr. Curyster, Ke Cs Ohe yes: 

Mr. Macponett: The Board’s opinion may be taken. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: They may be ordered to do it. I do not think the section 
was intended to apply to other than a shed or shack, probably something which was 
not of very great value, but it is wide enough to apply to a very expensive piece of 
property. Mr. Lawrence suggests that if such a crossing is dangerous and such a 
building exists, the Board may order the provision of gates and a watchman, or else 
take away the level crossing altogether. They have the right to do that, and it may 
be the proper remedy, but what is proposed here does not seem to me to be the proper 
remedy. 

The CuairmMan: The objection in connection with trees is a very serious one. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would not object to that, requiring payment for trees. 

Mr. Sincuam: Suppose we adopt Mr. Johnston’s amendment. Do you think 
that covers the compensation for cutting down those trees ? 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: I think so. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: Manifestly, the Board has power in that event to order 
the railways to expropriate the trees and pay for them. F 

The Cuamman: Shall section 259 pass with the words added on the third line 
of paragraph (a) after the word “highway,” “or any trees”? 

Mr. Macponeti: I do not think the section should carry in that way because 
there may be a building on the corner on property other than that of the railway, and 
the Board would have no power to order it removed. 

Mr. Jounstoy, K.C.: That is exactly what Mr. Chrysler contends should not be 
given. 

The Cuairman: Take the position of the Tecumseh House in London. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: The Chairman thinks that if the section in its present form 
passed, the Board might order a railway company to expropriate the Tecumseh House 
in London, Ontario. 

The CuairrMan: That hotel is right up against the railway track. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Mr. Lawrence has called attention to the fact that the rail- 
way company could be made to put a watchman at the crossing. 

Mr. Macponetit: Yes, the Board could require them to do that. 

Mr. Sincuair: The only value of the land for many people fs that it is there for 
the shade trees to grow in. I have a tree on the corner of my lot that I would not sell 
to anybody, and if it were removed I would think I was very badly treated if I were 
only paid the value of the tree. 

The Carman: If it were in the public interest you would be glad to let it go. 

Mr. Srvcrair: If it were in the public interest the land should be paid for. The 
land is of no use to me except that it is there for the tree to grow on. : 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I would suggest that paragraph (a) be amended in this 
way, by inserting the word “or” before the words “the highway” in the third line. 
and inserting after “highway or,” the words “any trees on.” The paragraph will 
then read: 

“That any trees, buildings, earth or other obstruction to the view, which 


may be upon the railway or the highway, or any trees on any adjoining lands, 
shal be removed.” 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 143 


APPENDIX No. 2 


Mr. Macponeti: I want to go on record as being opposed to section #59 as 
amended. 


Section as amended adopted. 


On section 263—Appropriation for safety of public at highway crossings at rail 
level. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Provision is made for extending the appropriation for a 
further term of five years, and the powers of the Board dealing with it are less ham- 
pered. The note made by the draftsman on this section reads: 


“Provision is made for extending the appropriation for a further term 
of five years and the powers of the Board in dealing with it are less hampered 
than formerly by arbitrary provisions. The changes are in subsections 1 
and 3. 

“The widened powers now provided for in subsection 3 are the suggestion 


of the Board.” 
Section adopted. 


On section 267—Application of 8. S. 257 to 266. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think that is a clause I was referred to by the Canadian 
Northern, in regard to the expression, “ Other than Government railways.’ 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think that clause is surplusage. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The point is as to the right of crossing over the Ontario 
Government railway, and whether this is excluded by the words “ other than Govern- 
ment railways.” That surely means other than railways belonging to the Govern- 
ment of Canada. 

Mr. Macponeti: I agree with Mr. Johnston. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: When I read the Act originally, I marked that as being 
unnecessary, and I am of that opinion still. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You refer to the whole section. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes. Section 5 says,— 


“This Act shall, subject as herein provided, apply to all persons, railway 
companies and railways other than Government railways.” 


So that 267 is unnecessary. 


Section struck out. 


On section 271—Drainage, ete.; terms and conditions. 


Mr. Buam: This section provides that the Board shall fix the compensation, if 
any, which shall be paid to any owner injuriously affected. In discussing these 
clauses with one of the Commissioners, he felt it would be desirable to relieve the 
Board from that duty, and provide that the compensation be determined under the 
arbitration sections of the Act. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: By the county judge. 

Mr. Buam: The Board has very broad powers and has a great deal to do. I would 
suggest that the clause should read as it does, down to the word “and” in the 5th 
line of the subsection. 

The Cuamman: If your Board orders drainage to be done, do you not think your 
engineer should fix the compensation? 
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Mr. Buarr: That entails oftentimes considerable extra work. If the Committee 
feel that they want the Board to do it, the Board has no serious objection, but it was 
felt by Commissioner McLean, who went through the different clauses of the Act very 
carefully, that it was adding a further burden in the direction of requiring their staff 
to make further investigation, entailing extra work which perhaps it should be relieved 
of. 

The Cuamman: You think the Board should not have the fixing of the compensa- 
tion 2 

Mr. Bruam: That was Commissioner McLean’s idea, that it was better that the 
Board should be relieved from that. 

Mr. Macponetit: But they do the work so well. : 

Mr. Buam: I know the Board quite appreciate the feeling of the Committee in 
that regard, and if the Committee feel it should be left as it stands, I would not urge 
the matter further, but that suggestion has been made. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Suppose it were left in this way: that “the Board may fix 
the compensation, if any, which should be paid to any owner injuriously affected, or 
may direct,” ete. If the Board has all the information to fix the compensation let it 
do so. If the Board has not that information, let the parties arbitrate. 

Mr. Buarm: Yes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: So that if you strike out the word “shall” in the 5th line 
of subsection 2, and insert the word “may,” I think it would answer: “May fix the 
compensation, if any, which should be paid to any person injuriously affected, or may 
direct the compensation, if any, to be paid under the arbitration sections of this Act.” 


Section adopted as amended. 


The Committee adjourned until Tuesday, May 8. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House oF Commons, 
Turspay, May 8, 1917. 
The committee met at 11.10 a.m. 


The CuairMan: The committee fixed the 10th of this month for hearing repre- 
sentatives regarding cattle-guard legislation. I have a telegram from Mr. R. MeKenzie, 
of Winnipeg, who, I think, represents the Canadian Council of Agriculture. The 
telegram reads: “Cannot reach Ottawa before fifteenth on account of other meet- 
ings connected with grain trade.” Is it the wish of the committee that this matter be 
held over until the fifteenth ? 


Suggestion concurred in. 


The CHatmrMAN: It is understood then that the Lumbermen’s Association will be 
heard on the 10th, the mutual fire insurance companies on the 11th, the delegation 
regarding cattle-guard legislation on the 15th, the telephone companies’ representa- 
tives on the 16th, and the municipalities’ representatives on the 18th. 


The CuairMan: If the committee is ready to hear the representatives of the 
railway brotherhoods, we will now listen to Mr. L. L. Peltier, of the Order of Railway 
Conductors. 

Mr. L. L. Peutier: There is some correspondence before you with reference to 
the semi-monthly pay proposition, Mr. Chairman. Perhaps it might be a good thing 
for me to reread it and have it go on record. At present, probably we could take up 
the memorandum signed jointly by the representative of the Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Engineers, C. Lawrence; of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and 
Engineers, Wm. L. Best; of the Order of Railway Conductors, L. L. Peltier; and of 
the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, James Murdock. I notice that this 
memorandum has been published already in the proceedings of this committee. With 
each one of the various amendments we are asking for, we have given a brief explana- 
tion which it will not be necessary to enlarge upon. 

Section 5: That has been agreed upon during the progress of the committee’s 
work. . 


The CHatrmMan: That section stands. 

Mr. Petter: Section 6 has also been agreed upon. 

Mr. Nessirr: That is, agreed upon when we were considering it? 

Mr. Pettier: Yes. Section 41: That was also agreed upon in conjunction with 
Mr. Johnston, at the chairman’s request. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We have added a clause to that section which satisfies the 
brotherhoods. 


Hon. Mr. Murpuy: What observations have you to make about the sections you 
have just mentioned ? 

Mr. Pettier: None at all. They are acceptable. Section 284, regarding packing in 
frogs. This section should be struck out. I will read the paragraph relating to it, and 
Mr. Best or Mr. Lawrence may have a few words to say later on the subject. (Reads.) 


Paragraph 5 of this section should be struck out, as we submit that with 
the modern equipment generally in use on Canadian railways, there is no neces- 
sity of taking the filling or the packing out of frogs or guard rails in the winter- 
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time. We are of the opinion that the average railroad company does not now 
resort to this practice. A brakeman or yardman or other railroad employee ig 
just as Hable to get his foot caught in a frog or between a guard rail and the , 
main track rail with the packing out between December and April as during any 
other part of the year. The paragraph is obsolete, we think. 


This is really a trap, to have the frog packed in summer-time and the packing 
taken out in winter. The men get used to crossing these places when they are packed, 
and when the packing is suddenly taken out they are liable to get caught. 

The Cuamman: Do you mean that the whole clause should be struck out or just 
subsection 5? : 

Mr. Pevrimr: Just subsection 5. 

Mr. Nespitr: You do not want the packing left out between the other months? 

Mr. Pettierr: They should be kept packed during the year. There is no particular 
reason why this clause should remain in the Bill. 

Mr. Macponeti: What does the Railway Commission say about it? 

Mr. Mactran: It is optional for the Board to allow the packing to be left out or 
left in. 

The CHamman: Have you any suggestion, Mr. Chrysler? - 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have no instructions about this. It is new to me. The 
section as it stands reads :— 


The Board may, notwithstanding the requirements of this section, allow the 
filling and packing therein mentioned to be left out from the month of December 
to the month of April in each year, both months included, or between any such 
dates as the Board by regulation, or in any particular case, determines. 


The packing cannot be removed without the sanction of the Board. What their 
practice is regarding this matter, I do not know at the present time. It is years since 
this section was before me, and I understood that the practice was in accordance with 
the section as it now stands. It may vary in different parts of the country very much, 
as our climate is different, and I think that is the reason why the section is drawn in 
that way. There are sections of the country, like British Columbia, where there is no 
frost or snow to interfere with the packing remaining in the year round. Whether or 
not that is so Mr. Peltier will know better than I do. 

Mr. Maciran: The section gives power to the Board. Do you not want the Board 
to have that power? 


Mr. Prextmr: We feel that no one should have power to say that a trap shall 
be set for our men. While we have every confidence in the Board, years and years ago 
we fought and got that changed, as our men were being caught, and the most horrible 
thing could occur if a man got his foot caught in a frog and was liable to be run over. 
These accidents are liable to happen if the frogs are not filled. The only reason 
advanced why they should not be kept filled is the small additional cost of keeping the 
wing rails clear. If you will notice, the switches around the yard are the first to be 
shovelled in order that they may be moved. 

Mr. Mactan: That is only in the winter-time? 

Mr. Penrier: Yes. I found in the yards at Ottawa on the first day of April that 
the frogs were filled. To leave this matter to the Board means that we have to 
collect from the Atlantic to the Pacific, at great expense, the information to support 
our contention. : 

Mr. Macponett: How can this committee, sitting here, judge of the need or 
absence of need of this paragraph? We cannot do it here. 
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Mr. Macrean: Is there any one here to justify the paragraph? 
Mr. Macponetu: It has been in the law and it is there now. This subsection 
gives discretion to the Board. 


Mr. Nessitr: Why should the subsection be struck out? 


Mr. Pre.tier: The only reason was that some years ago, before the use of the 
present equipment and high rails, the companies thought that it might perhaps cause 
derailments if this packing filled with ice, which, of course, we who are practical railway 
men know is not true. We cannot go to work to prove the necessity of this to you except 
by experience. If the Board of Railway Commissioners have any information we would 
be glad to have them submit it to you. They thought it might perhaps cause derail- 
ment by this packing filling with ice which we, of course, having a practical knowledge 
of the railway service, know is not true. If we can get any information to help you 
out in the consideration, we shall be very glad to submit it. 


Mr. Best: One of the strongest objections which has been urged to subsection 5 
of section 284 is that it suggests a certain line of action which is dangerous, on the 
very face of it, in practical application. It is suggested, as a line of action for the 
railway companies, and whether or not the consent of the Board has been given, the 
companies have in some instances left the filling out of the frogs and men have got 
their heel caught and could not release it. A train of box cars comes along, moving 
slowly, the men could not release themselves and they have had their legs taken off. 

e think the optional.provision should be removed in the interest of the conserva- 
tion of the human animal, for after all that is the big thing that all of us should bear 
in mind. If the railway company find it necessary to fill the frog at one part of the 
year, it does seem essential that the filling should be maintained at all seasons. If it 
is a matter of leaving it to a railway company or to some officer of a railway company, 
they or he may not just appreciate the importance of having it filled up at all times. 
Therefore, I would suggest that it should not be left to the discretion of an officer or 
employee of a railway company as to when the filling should be left in. 

The CHamrmMan: What is the object the railway company has in making the 
filling ? 

Mr. Best: In order that an employee shall not get his foot caught in the frog. 
You will understand, Mr. Chairman, that if a man’s heel or the sole of his foot is 
caught, the filling will protect the foot so that it will not be caught under the rail. 
It is possible that in winter-time snow and ice may collect on the frog so that the 
maintenance of way men in picking out the ice may remove some of the filling. Or, 
perhaps for convenience sake the filling has been taken out entirely so that in severe 
weather ice accumulates there. But that ice can be easily removed. We think, how- 
ever, that the maintenance of way men, if they were here, would say that the frog 
should be filled up at all times of the year, and that the company can provide the 
necessary tools whereby the ice can be easily removed from the top of the frog. 


Mr. Nessitt: What does the filling consist of ? 


Mr. Best: Just a wooden wedge in the shape of the frog which is driven in and 
fastened with a spike. 


Mr. Lawrence: There was a time when the frogs were not filled, as any person 
knows who has railroaded for any length of time and has had any personal experience 
in connection with this matter. I remember the time perfectly well when there was no 
packing in the frogs or wing rails, and I saw a man killed on that account. He got 
his foot caught inside the wing rail of the frog and a box car came along, rolled him 
right over and tore his entrails out. ‘That man died in less than twenty minutes after- 
wards. It was at a place called Woodslee on the Michigan-Central, formerly the old 
Canada Southern, and I was there and saw the whole occurrence. The railway men 
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then succeeded in having a clause put in the Railway Act to prevent the recurrence 
of such accidents, requiring blocks to be put in the frogs. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: That was thirty years ago. The provision which you speak 
of, I think, went into the Act of 1888. 

Mr. Lawrence: The accident I am speaking of happened in 1879 or 1880. At 
that time there was no packing placed in the frogs. 

Mr. Nespitt: We have all heard of these accidents and we want to eliminate 
them if possible. : 

Mr. Lawrence: While it may not be a matter directly connected with the organ- 
ization that I represent, at the same time, we feel that as fellow-employees we are 
more or less bound in doing anything we can to prevent the possibility of accident. 
We think it is just as important that the packing should be in the frogs in the winter 
season as that it should be there in the summer season. 

Mr. Macponett: The packing is more necessary in the winter season. 

Mr. Lawrence: If the packing is there in the summer season why should it be 
taken out in the winter season? It is from a desire to conserve human life and limb 
that we make the suggestion. There is no possible reason why the railway companies 
cannot do the packing in the winter as well as in the summer, except that it may 
involve a little more trouble for the maintenance of way men to clear out the space 
between the guard rail and the rail. 


Mr. Neszirr: Suppose there is more trouble, what then? 

Mr. Lawrence: Even if there is more trouble, the frog should be blocked just 
as much in winter as in summer. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: Is that the only reason why the railway companies want 
the frogs maintained ? 

Mr. Lawrence: At the time we suggested an amendment to the Railway Act 
requiring the blocks to be placed in frogs the railway companies advanced the argu- 
ment that they were unable to keep the frogs clear in the winter season. Parliament 
then added this provision which we would like to have eliminated from the Act. 


Mr. MacponeLtit: It is more necessary to have the frog blocked in the winter 
season because if it is not an accident is more lable to happen if the frog be open? 


Mr. Lawrence: Yes. Of course the climatic conditions are not the same in all 
parts of Canada, but there is, in our opinion, no excuse for the railway companies 
taking out the block in the winter months. ; 


Mr. Macrean: Has the Board ever exercised the power which this provision gives 
to it? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I cannot answer your question, Mr. Maclean, the matter 
is new to me in its present form. I agree with what Mr. Lawrence has said in respect 
to the history of the question. There was a time when packing was unknown. It is, 
I should think, thirty years since packing was required in certain spaces—it is not 
required for all the spaces but only as regards the important spaces—about the switch. 
The clause in the present Bill was enacted, I should think, as long ago as 1888. The 
object of it was to permit the companies to raise the wooden block during the months 
from December to April. The wording was changed on two or three occasions and 
that continued down to quite recently when the wording was altered in order to give 
the Board discretionary power. It seems to me there must be some good operating 
reason for allowing this provision to continue, at all events, in certain portions of 
the country. Mr. Lawrence says that it is owing to the trouble and difficulty of remov- 
ing ice and snow when the block is there. I think the difficulty was a more serious 
one. I think it was found difficult to replace the block if it was destroyed. That was 
one of the reasons and then perhaps the formation of ice resulting from thawing and 
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then freezing again results in the creation of difficulty at the points in question on 
the railway. I have no practical knowledge of the question and I think it would be 
necessary at some stage, if the committee think of adopting the proposition to hear 
from practical men in the service of the railway on some of these sections. 

The Cuamman: Perhaps it would be well to allow the section to stand until Mr. 
Blair, who represents the Railway Commissioners, can be here, and give the reasons 
why the section in its present form was enacted. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Before you leave the section, the railways contend there is 
no danger in leaving the packing out during the winter months. 

Mr. Pevtier: Im regard to what Mr. Chrysler has spoken of, the reason for leav- 
ing discretionary power to the Board of Railway Commissioners, it was in case there 
should be doubt. And in case of doubt the Board took the safe course of permitting 
the railway companies to leave the frogs unpacked during the winter. However, 
experience has shown that is unnecessary. With the discretionary power which the 
provision confers on the Board, it may result in carelessness. The companies will 
contend that packing is not necessary during winter months and when a duty is not 
made obligatory on a company or one of its employees, carelessness is almost certain 
to result. 

Mr. Macrean: We will hear Mr. Blair later as to whether this power has ever 
been exercised by the Board. 

The CHamman: If you will proceed, Mr. Peltier, we will hear from Mr. Blair 
when he comes a little later. 


Section 284 allowed to stand. 


On section 287—Accidents, notice to be sent to Board. 


Mr. Peittier: What we propose is to amend this section by adding at the end of 
subsection 1 the following proviso :— 


“Provided that the conductor or an officer of the company making a report 
to the company of the occurrence of an accident attended with personal injuries 
to any person using the railway or to any employee of the company shall also 
forward to the Board duplicate copy of such report and shall immediately send 
by telegraph or telephone to the Board notice of such accident.” 


Our’ object in coming here is not always merely to look after ourselves. With 
the wide experience and wide knowledge possessed by the men whom we represent, 
we endeavour sometimes to secure the passage of legislation in the public interest. 
We argue that the man on the ground at the time of the accident, with the full knowl- 
edge of the circumstances and influenced by the feeling which dominates him at the 
time, should make a duplicate copy of the report which he sends to his superintendent, 
and this should be sent to the Board of Raiiway Commissioners. 


Hon. Mr. Murpuy: What you propose is, that the record should be made complete 


at the very place where it ought to be complete? 


Hon. Mr. Lemseux: How will the report in question be available to the Bone 
when it is in the hands of the Board? 

Mr. MacLean: I thoroughly sympathize with the object in view. I mate had 
practical experience of accidents of the kind in question and the public have had no 
access to information in any place. It would be a good thing, in all these accidents, 
that a duplicate of the report made to the company shall go to the Board of Railway 
Commissioners. 

Mr. Lawrence: If the information is sent direct to the Board as soon as the 
accident happens it will enable the Board to send an officer immediately to investigate 
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the cause of that accident. As it now happens there is a delay of three of four days 
before an investigation is begun. In the first place the report goes to the local office 
of the railway company from whence it is forwarded to the head office in Montreal, 
which in turn transmits it to the Board. In this way a delay of a week may occur, 
and most of the wreck may have been cleaned up and a thorough investigation is a 
much more difficult matter. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The railway company is required by the present section to 
give the Board full particulars of an accident. 

Mr. Lawrence: That is from the head office of the company, as I understand it? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It does not say from the head office necessarily, 

Mr. Macponeti: How does the amendment read? 


Amendment again read by Mr. Johnston. 

Mr. Pettier: This is a very simple matter, the conductor, if it be the conductor, 
or whoever the officer is, when he goes into the telegraph office to telegraph his report 
to his superintendent, addresses also a report to the Board of Railway Commissioners. 
The way it would work out is that when he is making a report to his superintendent, 
he makes it in duplicate and a copy of it is, at the same time, sent on to the Board. 
This is not done with any desire to cast any reflection on the companies, but, probably 
you gentlemen do not know-how busy the local officers of these companies are; if you 
did you would know how difficult it is for them to act promptly; frequently they are 
on the road, they are not in their office at the time the accident happens. We as prac- 
tical railway men know that from every accident that occurs there is a lesson to be 
learned, and this proposed amendment may get some of our men into trouble. I dare 
say some of the conductors I represent do not like the idea of having to make this 
report for the reason that it may expose them when they are implicated, but that is not 
the question; it is in the public interest. x 

Mr. Mactean: The duty is put on the company to make that report to the Board 
and your proposed amendment also puts it upon the operator, or the officer, whoever 
he may be, to do the same, is not that the idea? 

Mr. Pevtier: Yes. 

The Cuamman: What have you to say to this proposal, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.; Personally, I do not see any great objection to the proposal. 
I understood, I may have been wrong, that the Board as it was, received reports directly, 
practically as provided for in this proposed addition to the subsection, and that it did 
not go to the circuitous, roundabout way Mr. Peltier speaks of. It is known from the 
newspaper reports, in a good many cases, when an accident occurs, whether the Board 
sends their inspectors on informatiov that they may derive from the press reports, 
I do not know. 

Mr. Srycnair: Would these reports of which you speak be confidential 2 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The reports to the Board should be. 

Mr. Sivciam: I mean the reports to the company by their officers? 


Mr. CuRYSLeR, K.C.: The reports 1 understand would be confidential in the event 
of a trial. ‘The report to the company of the accident would not be confidential, but 
the reports to the Board, perhaps, ought to be. ; 

Mr. MAcponett: Supposing we decide on the principle, and leave it to Mr. 
Johnston to recast the subsection in accordance with that subsection. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It should not be as a i i i 
Jou » KC: proviso, but if the com i 
on the principle, the subsection can be recast. ie 


Principle of proposed amend 
ileliciatee DEOR ndment adopted, and Mr. Johnston requested to recast 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: When the committee reaches the consideration of section 
287, I will have an amendment ready. 


Mr. Petter: The next amendment we ask is to section 298 (page 113) para- 
graph (j) (reads): 


“Certain of the railroad employees object to the inclusion of this language 
in this Act, we respectfully submit that paragraph (j) of section 289 may be 
found entirely unacceptable to the railway employees, and it is hoped that if 
the paragraph becomes effective that its adoption shall be regarded as without 
prejudice to any future contentions made to all or any of the railroad organiza- 
tions.” 


; Mr. Macponeti: That is always the case. 

Mr. Pettier: Though we come under the operation of this clause, and the repre- 
sentative of the Brotherhood of Engineers will speak on this matter and, I may say 
that their condition is much more serious than the condition of the men whom I repre- 
sent, because of the modern locomotives and all those things now in use and there 
is certainly a need of remedial legislation either by the Board or by the Government 
with regard to the hours of rest. The paragraph (j) reads: “Limiting or regulating 
the hours of duty of any employee or class or classes of employees, with a view to 
safety”” Some of us have thought of trying the Board, but we wanted in making that 
trial to have it understood and so expressed that we accepted the paragraph without 
prejudice so that if the Board did not administer the operation of this clause, as we 
believe it should be administered, that we would yet have recourse to Parliament for 
the enactment of a law such as we ask for. 

Mr. Nespitt: You always have the privilege. 

Mr. Pettier: Yes, we have, but it might be said that we had accepted this para- 
graph when this measure was under consideration, and that afterwards we were coming 
back to an objection to that which we had agreed to accept. 

Mr. Jounston: Do you want the subsection struck out entirely ? 


Mr. Pevrmer: No, sir, but we do not want to be in the position if, after a period 
of probation we find ourselves compelled to come back and ask for further amendments, 
that we shall be told that we accepted the paragraph as it stands now. We do not 
want to be prejudiced in the future, provided the administration of the paragraph as 
it now stands, by the Board, is not right. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This subsection is entirely new. 


\ Mr. Lawrence: We had a Bill introduced in Parliament, in 1914 I think it was, as 
Mr. Peltier has said, and there was division of opinion between the engineers and 
firemen and the trainmen and conductors, as to that measure. It is certainly neces- 
sary that some such regulation should be made upon that subject. The Board of Rail- 
way Commissioners are, at the present time, very busy men, no men in the country 
have been as busy during this last winter particularly, on account of the congestion 
of traffic, as the Board of Railway Commissioners and whether they would make regu- - 
lations satisfactory to the men, or not, we do not know. But at the present time the 
railway men of this country are up against a hard proposition which perhaps I ean 
best illustrate by referring to the accident that happened on the Grand Trunk between 
Hamilton and Toronto, last March. The engineer and the fireman on a freight train, 
and the conductor and the brakemen had been on duty over 24 hours, from the time 
the engineer was called, until the accident happened. He was in a side-track at Port 

+ (Credit and was sent word that after a certain train passed, the line was clear to pull 
out. You can readily understand in what condition a man is after being on duty for 
nearly 24 hours from the time he is called out. This was in the evening, about 9 or 
10 o’clock, I forget the exact time. After a while a passenger train passed which, he 
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thought, was the one referred to in his order. The brakeman, without being told, 
threw the switch. 

Hon. Mr. Lemmux: Where did you say that happened? 

Mr. Lawrence: At Port Credit, last March. 

Hon. Mr. Lemreux: I was there—I was on that passenger train to which the 
accident occurred. 

Mr. Lawrence: Then you will understand that it was a miracle that there was 
not a lot of passengers killed, and I hope that the members of the committee, in con- 
sidering this question, will remember that one of their members, Hon. Mr. Lemieux, 
was on the train at the time the accident occurred. As I say the brakeman threw 
the switch, and the engineer started to pull out on the main track; the engine was 


slipping, we have sand to keep the wheels from slipping on the rails, and the engine © 


was moving slowly, and the engineer got out on the ground and when he got around 
to the side on which the main track he was going on was, he happened to look up 
and saw that there was a passenger train coming along, and he started up the track 
with a torch, swinging it, in an endeavour to stop the passenger train. He did not 
have time to do so, it was the International Limited, I think it was her. The brake- 
man was around on the other side, and when the engineer started back on the track 
to signal the oncoming passenger train, he hollered to the fireman to jump but the 
fireman was a new man and he did not hear, or did not understand and remained on 
the engine. The fireman and the brakeman of the freight train and the engineer 
on the passenger train were killed, and it was a wonder that more were not killed. 
You can quite understand what condition those men were in. The engineer and his 
assistant, who was not a first-class fireman had shovelled two tanks of coal and they 
were both just tired out. 


J have another case here that happened in Hamilton, on the 28th of January, 
where the engineer was working under trying circumstances, just as this one, to whom 
I have just referred, was. In this case the engineer came in at 4.30 in the morning, 
having been working since 11 o’clock on the morning before. These men are called 
two or three hours before they go to work. In this case the man had been out about 
twenty hours before he came in, and had only three hours’ sleep when he was called 
‘out again. This man took out his engine, it was a double-header, and they went by 
tne signal, and a street car went into the side of the train; he was not injured, but 
that man, after a trial, the week before last was sent to jail for two months in Hamil- 
ton. That man was doing everything he could, but he had been working longer hours 
than he should have been allowed to work. I want to say that the engineer and fire- 
man of the locomotive on a passenger train, are about the busiest men in this country. 
One locomotive engineer, going over a division of 140 miles, counted the number of 
different movements that he had to make in that run, and he had between 1,800 and 
1,900 different movements to make in the length of time which it took to cover that 
distance. That means that a man in that position must keep alive all the time, and 
that while the passenger trains are in danger, we do not complain of the passenger 
men being kept too long on duty, but it is the freight men, and the lives of people 
travelling on the passenger train are endangered in consequence. 

; cece CuairMan: Do we understand that you object to paragraph (j) of clause 
289 2 

Mr. Lawrence: We are just putting up our opposition to the hours men are 
required to handle trains, and we think that the legislators of this country ought to 
know the facts, and the danger to the public which results from that condition of 
affairs. It is up to you, gentlemen of this committee, to provide the necessary regu- 
lations and restrictions in that regard and to protect the public whether the came 
panies or the men wish it or not. 


| 
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The Cuatrman: Is it the wish of you and the other representatives of the different 
brotherhoods that this paragraph, as it reads here, “The Board may make orders and 
regulations,—(J) limiting or regulating the hours of duty of any employees, or class 
or classes of employees, with a view to safety,” should be struck out? 


The Cuairman (to Mr. Lawrence): Is the committee to understand that you 
object to or approve of this paragraph ? 


Mr. Lawrence: We do not want to have it understood that we are in favour of it. 
Tf Mr. Best and I had our way, Parliament would pass such a law as they have in 
the United States regulating the hours of service. 


Hon. Mr. Murpuy: What is the aim of that law? 


Mr. Lawrence: It is on the same lines as the Bill we had introduced by Mr. Car- 
roll in 1914. In the United States they have a law where if a man, in connection 
with the operation of a train, is on duty sixteen hours continuously, he must not go 
on duty again until he has had at least ten hours’ rest. If he is on duty sixteen hours 
in the twenty-four, that is a few hours on and off, he must not go out until he has 
had eight hours’ rest. 
> Hon. Mr. Murpny: If you were satisfied that this subsection should be adopted, 
the Board might apply it in accordance with the provisions of the United States law. 
Then you would have no objection ? 

Mr. Lawrence: No, sir. 

‘Hon. Mr. Mureuy: Perhaps you would not say this, but you are timorous about 
how it may be applied ? 

Mr. Macpoxeti: Mr. Lawrence is not objecting to or approving of this. He is 
making a statement, and he holds himself at liberty, if this is not effective, to apply 
to Parliament subsequently for something that will meet the conditions. 

Mr. Lawrence: For the simple reason that I can bring information—I would not 
dare to mention any names—where railway companies in Canada running into the 
United States would run their men until they got near the border, after being twenty 
hours on duty, turn them around and send them to their own terminal, not daring to 
let them go into the United States. ; 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: If they crossed the border into the United States they would 
become subject to their law? 

Mr. Lawrence: Yes. I have a number of instances lke that. 

The Cuamman: As I understand it, you are merely going on record. 


Hon. Mr. Murry: Would you not always have recourse open to you to go to the 
Board and be heard as to any regulations they might make ? 


Mr. Lawrence: We would, in a way. But, for instance, in the case of congestion 
of freight the railway companies might say it was on account of the hours of service 
law that they could not relieve the congestion. The Board might make an order in 
some district that the law would not apply. We think that would be a dangerous 
thing. It might have been done during this last winter. I could show you conditions 
in Ontario last winter where they kept our men on duty 18, 20, even 40 hours. The 
Grand Trunk leased some engines from the United States. When they were sent over 
they were furnished with American crews, they would not allow them to be brought 
by the engineers of the Grand Trunk. When the 16 hours were up, these American 
men quit work. In one case they stopped on the main line when the 16 hours were up. 


Mr. Nessirr: That was bad. 


Mr. Lawrence: Was it bad? It taught the companies a lesson. It never happened 
afterwards. This crew had brought the engine near the terminal. 
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Hon. Mr. Murpny: They believed that a desperate disease required a desperate 
remedy. 

Mr. Lawrence: It did not block things very badly; they were right at a terminal. 
That incident goes to show that the men over in the United States like that law and 
are willing to abide by it. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Have you applied to any railway board for similar legislation ? 

Mr. Lawrence: We had the matter up with the officers some time ago, and we did 
not meet with any success. As nearly as I can remember, I think the officers said they 
did not believe that they had jurisdiction. Let me read a bulletin issued by the Grand 
Trunk Railway, I think four years ago. The person who sent it to me did not put the 
date on it, but I have had it in my possession three years. It reads:— ¥ 


To all concerned: 
Commencing at once, trainmen, yardmen and enginemen must not be kept 


0 


on duty to exceed 18 hours’ continuous service without being given rest. 


Regardless of that, the man was on duty twenty-four hours. 


Crews that cannot make the terminal within 18 hours must be side-tracked 
and given 8 hours’ rest and 2 hours’ call or the train set off at such time that 
will enable the crew to make the terminal with the engine and caboose. When 
necessary to tie up for a rest between terminals, provision must be made for 4 
man to watch the engine. No crew must be allowed to leave a terminal until 
they have had 8 hours’ rest, except in case of main line being blocked. 


It is always blocked. 


We prefer that any train be annulled rather than require an engine or train 
crew to leave a terminal without having had 8 hours’ rest. 


I want to say that that-notice cuts no more figure than a snap of my fingers with the 
officers of the Grand Trunk Railway to-day. 

Mr. Sryciam: Are the parties whom you represent in favour of removing the 
management of the railways out of politics in details like this, such as fixing the hours 
of work? : 

Mr. Lawrence: Yes, I am in favour of that. 

Mr. Srvcram: It strikes me that this is a step in that direction. 

Mr. LAWRENCE: Well, then, put the whole Railway Act under the Board of 
Railway Commissioners. That will take the whole thing out of polities. 

Mr. Macitean: When did the American Act come into force? 

Mr. Lawrence: I think the American men got their law in 1907. I am not quite 
positive. 

Mr. Nessirr: Might I suggest that as these gentlemen do not oppose the clause, 
but simply want to put their views on record, we pass on. If it were necessary, there 
is no reason on earth why they could not have a change made later. 

Mr. Mactean: We can try and get that American clause in the law when the Bilt 
is up in the House. 

Mr. Nessirr: There is nothing to hinder their asking for an amendment. 

The CHaiRMAN: Mr. Best would like to say a few words. 

Mr. Wo. L. Best: £ think it would probably be apparent to the committee that 
the representatives of the various brotherhoods unfortunately are not exactly in accord 
on that matter; that is to say, the conductors and trainmen have not sought an hours 
of service law, perhaps, as vigorously as the representatives of the locomotive engine- 
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men. The reason for that is quite apparent to any practical railroad man, namely that 
the conditions of locomotive service cannot be compared, so far as exaction of one’s 
physical energies is concerned with those of the conductors and trainmen. Their duties 
are exacting enough, but they do not at all compare with those of the locomotive 
enginemen. In addition to that the greater number of employees, as you will under- 
stand, is in freight service, irregular service. When they are laid out on the road the 
conductor and trainmen, I am glad to say, can go to bed just as comfortably as if they 
were at home. The engine crew, in charge of a $20,000 piece of property, cannot go to 
bed. In the district where I put in twenty-one years of the best part of my life 
railroading on a locomotive, we had from five to six months when the thermometer 
registered from 40 to 60 degrees below zero. No man can get rest on a locomotive and 
look after such a valuable piece of machinery under those conditions. It is because of 
the conditions that locomotive enginemen have worked under, and where they have - 
seen members of their own organization whom they have worked with go down to 
death as the result of accidents which occur from excessive hours of service, that we 
favour some regulation of hours of service. I believe that Parliament would have 
passed a law ten years ago had they been acquainted with these conditions. Mr. 
Lawrence and I presented to the Minister of Railways and the Special Committee of 
the Privy Council, and to the Premier before he went to Europe recently, a memorial 
in which was contained a request for an hours of service law. I have no hesitation in 
saying that now. Subsequently an understanding was come to that the various railway 
representatives would probably get together on this matter in the near future, and we 
have called a meeting for that purpose. I am hopeful that the trainmen’s organization 
and the conductors will see the matter in the same light as we do, that it is a case of 
necessity, that it is, as I put it to the Minister of Railways, a matter of national 
importance, to conserve the human element involyed in the railway industry. From 
that viewpoint alone, this committee will appreciate our stand, because they are 
working hard, I know. When a man has spent, say, ten or twelve hours, or perhaps up 
to that time if his physical condition is normal he can render very nearly 100 per cent 
efficiency. As he gets up to twelve, sixteen, twenty-four, thirty-six, or forty-eight 
hours, as I have often had to do without rest at all, many times eating meals at 
intervals of twelve hours—a man cannot give 100 per cent efficiency. The liability to 
accident increases just in proportion to the diminution of a man’s efficiency. Many of 
our accidents occur when men have been long hours on service. Investigations are 
made, and the public hears that some conductor or engineer has omitted to execute a 
train order or to properly observe the schedule time of some superior train. As a 
result, perhaps some lives are lost, maybe lives of employees, perhaps those of the 
travelling public; and the man may be acquitted, but sometimes he is convicted. Many 
of our men have gone behind the bars and in many eases, directly or indirectly, have 
gone there as a result of excessive hours of service. These are facts. I have numbers 
of cases on my files that, I think, would startle the legislators of this country. I have 
just recently had a case where a man wired for rest while on the road. A telegram was 
sent back by the superintendent to the conductor—he did not reply to the fireman’s 
request for rest—but he sent a telegram to the conductor to have one of his brakemen 
fire the engine into a certain point, and to have him get off the train and report the 
results when he came in. The man, for fear of losing his position, went through without 
rest. When he got in he was called to the superintendent’s office and he was told by 
the superintendent that he did not want to have that occur again, that he was giving 
too much trouble by booking rest on the road. 


Mr. Mactean: Is the American clause satisfactory to you? 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The American clause is not in that sense at all. It is a 
state law. 
_ Mr. Best: It is a national law. I think there should be a Federal law in 
Canada; I think that is perferable to regulation by the Board of Railway Commis- 


156 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


sioners. ‘The reason paragraph (j) is in the Railway Act at the present time is that 
cither the late Chief Commissioner or the late Chief Operating Officer, or some of 
the officers of the Board, questioned-whether or not they had jurisdiction under the 
existing Act to regulate the hours of service of railway employees; and when Mr. 
Price was redrafting the Act he put this paragraph in to remove any doubt as to the 
jurisdiction of the Board. It was admitted, perhaps, by the Board that they could 
make regulations, but, perhaps these might not suit the conflicting parties. Some 
of the employees as I have just pointed out desire to have a law. The trainmen and 
conductors feel that the provisions of the various contracts with the railway companies 
respecting taking rest on the road should be sufficient. 

Mr. Macponetu: Why not leave this paragraph in so as to afford an opportunity 
of trying it out to see if it is successful. 

Mr. Best: In reply to that, there is no guarantee in paragraph -(j) that the 
Roard is going to make regulations. They may do it. There are many things in 
the Railway Act giving power to the Board to do things which they never make 
use of. It seems to me that this is simply giving the Board jurisdiction to do a 
certain thing if they find they have time to do it, and if they are impressed with 
the necessity for it. They may do it and they may not. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Would the American law be satisfactory ? 


Mr. Best: If it were reduced to 14 hours. We have it redrafted and are going 
to submit it in our memorial. For the reason I pointed out, we do not submit it 
at this time, with a view to amending one of the clauses under “ Operation and 
Equipment” whereby a provision in the Railway Act could be inserted providing 
for this very thing, because we think it should be in the Railway Act. 

Mr. Macponett: You have not agreed upon it yet? 

Mr. Best: We have not had a meeting yet to consider it. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Is it not, Mr. Maclean that none of the railway represen- 
tatives had any objections to the clause remaining in the Bill? 

Mr. Maciean: In the view perhaps that it is better than none at all. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Best thinks it may be necessary to go further in 
some way, but for the time being they are all agreed that the clause should remain 
in the Bill. 

Mr. Lawrence: I would like to draw the attention of the committee to the 
fact that the Board of Railway Commissioners is not a prosecuting body. If an 
order is passed by the Board what does it mean? It means that the employee must 
prosecute his employer for keeping him on duty an excessive length of time. Gentle- 
wen, let any one of you put yourself in that position: a brakeman or fireman pro- 
secuting a railway company for keeping him on duty an excessive length of time. 
Let a law be passed similar to that which prevails in the United States, where its 
enforcement is entrusted to the Government. In the Bill which we drafted and 
presented to Parliament three or four years ago, that was the line followed. The 
idea was that a committee should be appointed to examine the records of the com- 
panies throughout the country and report to the Board. When violations were dis- 
covered they should be brought to the attention of the Attorney-General, by whom a 
prosecution would be instituted. But if subsection “‘j” carried do not think that is 
going to relieve the difficulty. 

Mr. MacponeELt: It may. 


Mr. Lawrence: Extend the power of the Board and enact that they must 
prosecute for violation of the law. 

Mr. Nesgitt: Suppose you pass an Act regulating the hours of work and the 
companies fail to observe that regulation, how are you going to prosecute? 


af 
al 
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Mr. Lawrence: If an Act is passed along the lines suggested, let the prosecu- 


tions be conducted as they are in the United States. In the country to the south 


there is a department that carries out that work. That authority has access to the 
records of the railway companies and can find out whether an employee has been on 
duty for an exceptional length of time. If so, the case is referred to the prosecuting 
body, whatever it may be. In this country it would be the Attorney General of each 
province upon whom would devolve the duty of prosecuting the company. Let me 
give you a case by way of illustration. I have here a copy of an order passed by the 
Board of Railway Commissioners regarding the inspection of locomotive boilers. 
Any company violating the order renders itseff liable for penalty of $100. Now, 
Ict me cite a conerete case. On the morning cf the 17th February last, at seven 
o'clock, a locomotive exploded at Guelph Junction, Ontario. This was on Saturday. 
On the morning of the following Tuesday I received a letter from one of our men 
explaining the circumstances and asking me to find out if the Railway Commission 
had investigated the cause of that accident. That was on the 20th. Jmagine my 
surprise when I went to the offices of the Railway Commission, to find that the 
Commissioners knew nothing about it. The boiler explosion happened at seven 
clock on Saturday and on the following Tuesday afternoon the Railway Commis- 
sioners were still unaware that such an accident had occurred. Yet, they have 
adopted a regulation providing a penalty of $100 for such an occurrence. 


Mr. Nessirr: The clause we are discussing should include such accidents as 
that. 


Mr. Lawrence: “In your opinion the clause will be of no avail unless the Board 
of Railway Commissioners are given prosecuting powers. Unless it is provided 
that the Board must report such cases to the Attorney General, or to some authority, 
who will prosecute violators of the Act. 


Mr. Macpone.ti: Section 392 of the Bill provides for fines, penalties and other 
liabilities where railway companies and other corporations do not carry out the orders 
cof the Board. 

Mr. Mactean: Who enforces that provision? 

Mr. MacboneLt: Wait a moment please. If the provisions of the section we 
are now considering are not carried out by the railway companies they are still 
liable under section 392 to very serious penalties. 

' Hon. Mr. Murpny: But the Board may never make these regulations. 


Mr. Macponett: One objection which was taken was that if they did there was 
no obligation to enforce it. 

Mr. Lawrence: I will answer Mr. Macdonell on that point by asking who 
prosecuted where a violation of the law has occurred? 


Mr. MacponeLtt: Please do not misunderstand me. I am in sympathy with 
your purpose and am only trying to help you out. . 

Mr. Lawrence: Who enforces the law when it is violated? 

Mr. Mactean: That is the very point. This Bill provides for no enforcement 
of Federal law similar to that which prevails in the statutes of the United States. In 
the adjoining Republic it is provided in every one of the Federal statutes that it shall 
be the duty of the Attorney General of the United States to enforce the law, and 
an appropriation of so many thousand dollars annually is placed at his disposal for 
the employment of counsel, agents and special officers needed to carry out the law. 
T have been in Parliament twenty-five years and have been continually agitating this 
question but I cannot get it to an issue. However, I am going to get it to an 
issue some day and that is that there must be Federal enforcement of Federal law, 
and it must be set out in the Act that somebody is responsible for the enforcement 
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af the law, as has been suggested by the representatives of the railway brotherhoods 
with respect to prosecutions under the Bill which we are now considering. 


Mr. Lawrence: JI would like to read to the committee, if they do not object, 
the verdict of the coroner’s jury with respect to a railway accident which occurred 
at Port Credit. 

Mr. Macnoneti: If you provide that any person can use the machinery of the 
law whether it is a civil or criminal action, and if these penalties are not paid for 
disobedience of the Railway Board’s orders, it is open to any one to enforce it. 


Mr. Lawrence: I understand that very thoroughly, and your experience as well as 
mine is, that what is everybody’s business is nobody’s, and no such action is taken. 
Penalties are provided, but I have yet to hear of any prosecutions for violations of the 
kind on the part of the railway company. The°companies are practically the violators 
in most of the eases. Sometimes, of course, employees violate an order; we are all 
human and there has never been a human being who did not do some things he should 
not have done. Now, the accident to which I have already referred occurred on the 
23rd March, 1916, and this was the verdict of the jury which conducted an investiga- 
tion on March 27 following: (Reads) 

“That brakeman L. W. Martin misinterpreted a verbal message issued by 
Conductor Leo S. Ward to Engineer Gordon Dennis, and was responsible for his 
own death and that of Engineer Harry Overend and Fireman W. O. Anderson, 
on Thursday night last near here, when the ill-fated G.T.R. Chicago Flyer, No. 
16, “side-swiped” a G.T.R. freight pulling onto the main line, was the verdict 
of the jury that heard the evidence here to-day before Coroner Dr. Sutton of 
Cooksville.” 

The jury also added another the following rider: (Reads) 


“We also agree that the crew of the freight train were rendered incapable 
of properly attending to their work, owing to exhaustion, having been on duty 
for over twenty-four hours.” 

“Jn summing up the evidence Coroner Sutton told the jury that a man who 
had been on duty for over twenty-four hours should not be entrusted with the 
protection of hundreds of lives on a train. He also pointed out that while 
certain statements made by Conductor Ward had been corroborated by other 
witnesses, it was apparent that Engineer Dennis of the freight train was not 
very wide awake when the message was delivered by Martin, who, according to 
Dennis, told him to follow No. 108 train instead of No. 16, the Chicago Flyer.” 

“Dennis may be correct. That is for you to say”, concluded the Coroner.” 


Hon. Mr. Lemizux: Why do not the representatives of the various brotherhoods 
of railway men get together and draft a clause which they think will meet the case? 


Mr. Lawrence: A clause was drafted with the object of submitting it to this 
committee, but some objection was raised. Another clause was then drawn up, which 
we are prepared to show you if you wish to see it. As Mr. Best has already explained, 
on a freight train there is a caboose to which, when the train is tied up, the conductor 
and brakeman can retire and obtain rest. But the locomotive engineer and fireman 
are not so happily circumstanced. There is no place on the locomotive where they can 
go to sleep, and even if there were they have to take care of the engine, which other- 
wise, in very severe weather, would freeze up solid. The crew of the locomotive have 
to remain on duty for a certain number of hours, and it is not until that term has 
expired that they are at liberty to go to rest. That is one of the reasons, perhaps, why 
the conductors did not want this provision. ; 


Mr. Petier: I think you are going a little too far as to our not wanting this or 
that, and I should like an opportunity to explain what our position is. 
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Mr. Lawrence: Perhaps I shall not say that you do not want it, but rather that 
we have not got together in regard to it. At any rate, that is our position, and we 
felt that when the matter came before the committee if explanations were wanted, we 
would explain why we could not agree on some provision. ‘ 

My. Perrier: Just a few words of explanation in regard to the attitude of the 
men whom I have the pleasure of representing here. The conditions of employment 
are somewhat different as between the various classes of men employed on a railroad, 
but we believe that when the matter comes before the Board we can adjust the law 
and work out any complications that may arise. In the case of some of our employees, 
if they have been out 14 hours and are ten miles from home, the company will allow 
them to go to bed and they can get their rest. When they reach the terminal, however, 
they will be told “You have had your-rest in the other place. You can now take your 
train out again,” and so they will be away from home for quite a while. We are not 
lacking in sympathy for the enginemen. On the contrary, they say: “If the Board of 
Railway Commissioners do not enforce proper hours of rest under any law or rule 
that they may adopt, we will join hands with our colleagues and go before Parliament 


‘with a demand for a proper hours of rest law no matter how much it may discomméile 


us. We will appeal to Parliament to protect the enginemen, for we realize that in 
many cases in protecting them we are protecting ourselves also. While you may be a 
little weary of this discussion, nevertheless I wish you could extend our hearing 
for a couple of hours longer so that we might give you the advantage of some of our 
experiences. Violations of the law are not always to be attributed to the officials; there 
are the necessities of the public to be considered, and of the traffic as well. There is 
the constant rush which involves the officers with it, and day after day they are involved 
literally in a treadmill. I do not want to be understood as saying that our railway 
officers are inhuman, neither does any one of us. It really seems as though sometimes 
a law were needed to protect us against ourselves, such is the incessant grind in these 
modern times on a big railway. 

Mr. Styciair: There is nobody weary of the discussion, but it strikes me there is 
nothing we can discuss until you make a proposal. 

Mr. Pettrer: Our position is this: We agreed to try the proposition now before 
Parliament, and if it did not work, if effective means were not provided for carrying 
out the law we will take the matter up with you later. 

Mr. Macponett: That is the clause in this Bill? 

Mr. Peitier: Yes. If that is found unworkable we will come back to you again. 

Mr. Mactran: I wish to repeat the suggestion I have already made, that the 
enforcement of the Railway Act, or of the regulations made under it, should be 
imposed upon somebody. That policy has never yet been settled in Parliament, although 
the Canadian Parliament is now fifty years of age. I brought the matter up in the 


‘House of Commons, and what was I told? “Go to the Attorney General of each 


province.” One gentleman said, “Any one can go out and enforce it.” But that is not 
a good law and it is not a modern law. There should be provision by the Federal 
Parliament for the enforcement of its own legislation. I am going to join issue with 
somebody in that connection. I have tried very hard so far to make it an issue, and 
have not quite succeeded, but that result may come this session. We certainly have 
got to have some such provision. In the United States there is a provision which 
requires the Attorney General to enforce the law, as I have already said, and money is 
placed at his disposal for that purpose. 

Hon. Mr. Mureyy: Would you favour, in this case, a member of the Board of 
Railway Commissioners being designated as the person whose duty it is to enforce 
this Act? 

Mr. Maciean: I would put the duty upon the Attorney General, that is, the 
Minister of Justice, I think he is the Attorney General, that was his old title. We 
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put upon the Minister of Customs the duty of enforcing the Customs Act, but that 
is the paramount weakness of Federal legislation in this country, that the enforce- 
ment of it is left to the Attorney General of the provinces or the man on the street. 


Paragraph (j) stands for further consideration. 


Mr. Petter: I think section 290 is the next section we desire to take up, that 
is a section providing for a semi-monthly pay. 


Mr. Lawrence: That matter was brought up the other day and we were asked 
to draft something that would embody the views of the railway men whom we repre- 
sent. We have done so, and we propose that a subsection be added to section 290 
as follows :— ; 


Payment of salaries and wages— 


290 (a). The salaries and wages of all persons employed in the operation, 
maintenance or equipment of any railway company, to which company the 
Parliament of Canada has granted, by means of subsidy or otherwise, or 
which railway has been declared for the general benefit of Canada, shall be 
paid not less frequently than twice in each month during the term of employ- 
ment of such persons. 

2. Such payments to be made not later than the twenty-sixth day of 
each month, for the first part of such month, and not later than the eleventh 
day of each month for the second part of the month previous. 


They get their pay month by month, and they get it at all times. I do not know 
if I can enlighten the committee with anything with regard to the benefit of pay- 
ment of wages to railway employees twice a month, instead of once a month as 
at present. 


Mr. MacponeLtt: Why do you fix these particular dates? 


Mr. Lawrence: For this reason: if there is not a date fixed when the wages 
are to be paid, the companies could put off the date of payment until the second 


semi-monthly payment was due or even later, and then delay the next payment 
and so on. 


Mr. Macponett: They could not do that, even if the dates were not fixed, 
because they would have to pay twice a month. 


Mr. Nessirr: If I were you I would not insist upon putting the dates in 
this amendment; the company could only defer the payment once. 


Mr. Pevtmr: In order that the committee may better understand the position 
which the employees of the railway companies take upon this question, I would like 
‘te read this correspondence, that it may be placed in the record. I will read a 
letter which I had the honour of writing to the Prime Minister and which was 
forwarded by Sir George Foster to the Minister of Railways and Canals, who advised 
me to appear before this committee. The object I had in writing this letter was 
that when a similar measure was before Parliament in 1912 the representatives of 
the Order of Railway Conductors, had, at that time, opposed the measure and when 
this Bill came up in Parliament I was told both by senators and members of the 
House of that occurrence. I now want to make it absolutely clear that while the 
conducters were lukewarm, at that time, they are not in that condition now; on the 
contrary the Order of Railway Conductors are strongly behind this semi-monthly 
pay Bill. (Reads) 
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ALEXANDRA HOTEL, 


Orrawa, April 4, 1917. 


Sir Rosert Borpven, Prime Minister, 
Care of Sir Grorcre Foster, 
Acting Prime Minister, 
Ottawa. 


A Plea for the Establishment by Legislation of a Semi-Monthly pay for Railway 
Employees. 


According to the railway statistics of the Dominion of Canada the number of 
railway employees in service for the year ending June 30, 1915, was 124,142, and for 
the year 1914, 159,142. Basing our calculation on the figures for 1914, and esti- 
mating the number of families as 100,000, with an average of five persons per family, 
we have a total of approximately 559,000 persons, located in the various railway 
centres of the Dominion, to whom the establishment by the Dominion Government 
of a legal semi-monthly pay would-be a great benefit. In the first place, by increasing 
the purchasing power of their earnings; secondly, by minimizing the store credit; 
and lastly by increasing content. 

Under the present system of monthly payment practised by the railway companies 
and in addition to the two weeks’ back pay withheld by most, if not by all, of the 
railway companies in Canada, a hardship is imposed on these employees which should 
be remedied. The only feasible way is by an Act of Parliament. For services 
rendered the public, the railway companies themselves enforce the pay-before-you- 
enter system in the passenger service and the pay before delivery system in the 
freight service, and while this is no doubt the only practicable way for the companies 
in question, nevertheless they cannot claim lack of funds as a justification for oppos- 
ing the just demands of their employees to be paid for the services they render the 
company directly, and the public indirectly, or blame the desire for semi-monthly 
instead of the present monthly pay—in some cases even longer periods. 

The railway statistics from which we have quoted give the salary and wages 
paid by the railway companies of Canada as $90,215,727 for the year 1915 and as 
$111,762,972 for the year 1914. Basing our estimate on the year 1914, this amount 
is practically $10,000,000 per month. The establishment of the semi-monthly pay 
would force the circulation of this large sum of money, primarily collected from 
the public, back to the public twenty-four times a year instead of twelve times, and 
favourably affect the whole economic system of Canada. 

All would benefit. First, and more largely, the employees; then the retailer, 
the wholesaler, the manufacturer and lastly, from increased prosperity that would 
ensure, the railway companies themselves. The co-operation of the railway companies 
in this matter would benefit them many fold as the farmer whose generous use of 
fertilizer on his soil is repaid by increased product beyond his expenditure. There- 
fore any slight—and in our opinion it would be but small—disturbance which the 
suggested law would cause the railway company should not be taken into consider- 
ation as against the large special and public benefits which would accrue from such a 
law fathered by the present Dominion Government, and which we are sure would 
receive the hearty support of the parties interested and aforementioned. 

Having in view the stress which the nation is now passing through, and the 
reconstruction under the economic pressure which may follow the conclusion of peace, 
a measure such as suggested would aid largely, and be a big factor in placing again 
in shape the economic conditions of the Dominion. And the loyalty that has been 
displayed by all concerned—and especially by the wage-earners and others in the 
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trenches—during the present crisis, will no doubt be evidenced by the railway com- 
panies not only in withholding serious opposition should the Dominion Government 
decide to enact the legislation herein suggested, but by giving their hearty support. 


I remain, 
Yours respectfully, 


(Sed.) NOg Wea dela Me ole. 
Deputy President, 
Dominion Legislative Representative, Order Railway Conductors. 


Mr. Nusrirr: I would suggest that these gentlemen give us their remarks as 
shortly as they can, and if they have anything they would like to put in in writing, 
in order to have it on the minute, I am satisfied to have them put it in. I think, how- 
ever, it is useless taking up time in diseussing sections of the Bill that they are all 
in favour of. ‘ 

Mr. Pevtmr: Mr. Chairman, and hon. gentlemen of the Committee, the rail- 
road train service and yard service employees, for whom we speak here to-day, are 
unable themselves to be present. They are engaged in transporting the nation’s goods 
and people night and day in all kinds of weather. They are moving the trains between 
the Atlantie and the Pacific. True, they along with the rest of the citizens, have their 
representatives in Parliament, but obviously to seek remedial legislation by individual 
appeals to hon. members of the House would be confusing tasks and impracticable. 
Consequently they endeavour to concentrate their efforts through us, and we bespeak 
for them your patience and consideration. But there is another class of the railroad 
employees, the large, a very large majority, who are unable to be present or represented 
here and who, because of their meagre wages, are especially deserving of your consider- 
ation. For these we also appeal. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this important ques- 
tion should receive your sympathetic and practical consideration, and not, as in one 
instance, brusque dismissal. It is only proper that these people should speak to you in 
the few minutes we shall occupy. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: For my part, I have no objection to listening to you day in 
and day out. 

Mr. Pettier: We want you to be from Missouri, and we will show you why we 
want these things done. 

Mr. Srvctair: Have you mentioned the advantages that will accrue from what 
you have proposed ? : 

Mr. Penrier: That letter has been in the hands of the Chairman for a month. 


Hon. Mr. Lemmux: Did you propose the amendment to the Senate Committee 
when the Railway Bill was there? 

Mr. Peutrizr: Senator Robinson proposed an amendment at our suggestion, but 
without consultation with us as to what it was to contain. We quite agree with the 
way it is put. 

Mr. Mactean: We are all in favour of the Bill. 

Mr. Peitier: We would like to put our views on the records of the committee. 


The Cuamman: In order that the committee may have before it the amend- 


ments which Mr. Peltier and his confreres have suggested, perhaps I should read them. 
It is proposed that the following subsection be added :— 


_ 290 A. The salaries and wages of all persons employed in the operation, 
maintenance or equipment of any railway company, to which company the 
Parliament of Canada has granted aid by means of subsidy or otherwise, or 
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which railway has been declared to be for the general benefit of Canada, shall 
be paid not less frequently than twice in each month during the term of employ- 
ment of such persons. 

2. Such payments to be made not later than the twenty-sixth day of each 
month for the first part of such month, and not later than the eleventh day of 
each month for the second part of the month previous. 


Mr. Srvctam: The next question is: Do the railways object to that? 

The Cuamman: I think we had better let Mr. Peltier get through with his argu- 
ment. 

Mr. Pettier: It will only take me ten minutes, and it will be ten minutes well 
spent. The information I am about to give you has been furnished by the Bureau 
of Labour Statistics of the United States. It shows you that the railway men in 
Canada have been behind the railway men in the United States, in many respects, in 
remedial legislation, and we are tired of it. The following is a list of states that 
require bi-weekly or semi-monthly payment of wages to railroad employees, together 
with information as to the dates of enactment of the laws referred to and references 
as to chapters, sections and pages. 

Mr. Nespirr: Does that mean payment twice a week? 

Mr. Petter: No, it means every two weeks or twice a month. For instance, the 
Boston and Maine Railway, with which the C.P.R. connects, pays its employees weekly. 
If our men go on that road they get paid weekly, but if they come back to Canada they 
are paid monthly. 


STATES THAT REQUIRE BI-WEEKLY OR SEMI-MONTHLY PAYMENT OF 
WAGES TO RAILROAD EMPLOYEES. 


Arizona—Companies and corporations, contractors on public works (Penal Code 
Sec. 615, amended by ch. 10, Act of 1912). 

Arkansas—Corporations only (Acts of 1909, No. 13). ; : 

California—Except agriculture and domestic labour, and employers having less 
than six regular employees (Acts of 1915, ch. 657). 

Tllinois—Corporations only (Acts of 1918, p. 358). 

Indiana—(A.S., Sec. 7989a). 

TIowa—On railroads; in coal mines if demanded (Code sec. 2110-bl, added 1915, 

sec. 2490). 

Kansas—Corporations only (Acts 1915, Act 165). 

Kentucky—Corporations only (Acts of 1916, ch. 21). 

Louisiana—Manufacturers employing 10 or more persons; public service cor- 

porations; oil and mining companies (Acts of 1914, No. 25, Am. 1916, No. 108). 

Maryland—Associations and corporations (P. G. L., Art. 23, See. 123). 

Minnesota—Public service corporations (Acts of 1915, chs. 29, 37). 

Mississippi— Manufacturers employing 56 or more persons, public service cor- 

porations (Acts 1914, chs. 166, 167, Am. 1916, 241.) 

Missouri—Oorporations only (Acts 1911, p. 150). 

New Jersey—On railroads (Acts 1911, ch. 371). 

New York—On railroads (Con. L., ch. 31, sec. 11). 

North Carolina—On railroads (Acts 1915, ch. 92). 

Ohio—If 5 or more employees (Acts 1913, p. 154). 

We are not asking you to establish any precedent. I have given the list of states 
which have already enacted this legislation, and similar legislation is pending in nine 
states. The states which have already adopted this method of payment comprise a far 
larger railway mileage and an immensely larger population than the Dominion of 
Canada, and they have evidently found it feasible and practicable, for they are carry- 
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ing the law into effect. Now, I will not go into that matter any further at present, 
except to ask that there might be inserted in the record a letter which will cover some 
objections that have been scattered abroad by some of the railway companies. 

Hon. Mr. Lemmux: What is that objection—as to book-keeping ? ; 

Mr. Perrier: As to the effect the proposed change would have, I will read the 
letter. I wrote to two practical men in order that my own word should not be taken 
by the committee. I do not want the committee to take my word for anything until 
they find that it is correct. 


Granp Union Horet, 
Monrreat, Aprin 19, 1917. 


Mr, L. L. Pewrier, 
Legislative representative, O.R.C., 
Alexandra Hotel, Ottawa, Ont. 


Dear Sir anp Broriuer—Replying to the question you asked as to what 
would be the effect of a law providing for a semi-monthly pay bill, as applied to 
our schedules governing compensations, and especially to that feature covering 
monthly guarantees in certain services involving the payment on some runs of 
a monthly premium, we would say that in our opinion this would be a matter 
that could be made to conform to a semi-monthly payment of wages, by simply 
providing that the premium would apply in the same proportion to the period for 
payment provided under such a law, or it could be arranged that where the 
premium applies directly to the earnings of the full month, it could be paid with 
the second payment, instead of the first payment of the month. 

We see no difficulties in connection with such a law that cannot be very 
easily adjusted. 

Fraternally yours, 
(Signed) W. G. CHESTER, 
Chairman General Committee, O.R.C. 
Canadian Pacific System. 


(Signed) A. McGOVERN, 
zs Chairman, General Committee, B.R.T. 
Canadian Pacific, Eastern Lines. 


The schedule referred to in the letter may read: Agreement five thousand miles 
or less, $125 per month for passenger conductors and trainmen; mileage in excess of 
that pro rata. The contention was that, with semi-monthly payments, how would a 
man be paid in the middle of the month for this premium mileage? It is being done 
now. The men who signed this letter are practical men. What we would like then, 
if you do not always agree with us, is to let this proposed amendment go before 
Parliament and the Senate. Give us a chance for our white alley. 

The CHamrMan: The Bill will have to go to the Senate. 


Mr. Petter: That is if you will allow our amendment to come up for considera- 
tion. 


The Cuamman: It must first be printed in the record and distributed among the 
members. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You have first to embody it in the Bill. 


Mr. Petter: I would like the amendment to go into the Bill. Give us a chance 
for our white alley before the members of the House. 


The CHairMAN: We will now hear from Mr. Lawrence. 
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Mr. Lawrence; The following states have adopted a provision similar to the 
one we are anxious to see passed: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hamp- 
shire, Rhode Island and Vermont. 


Mr. Mactean: How does the matter stand in the state of Pennsylvania? 


Mr. Lawrence: There, payment is made twice'a month. In New York state 
payment is made semi-monthly: This Bill at a previous session passed the Commons 
and was referred to the Senate, where it met with defeat. At that time the railway 
companies objected to the Bill on the ground that they could not get their pay car 
around, and another objection was because of the expense. The pay car is now 
obsolete and the payment of railway employees is now made through the medium of 
cheques. 


Mr. Macponett: Would you be satisfied with a bi-monthly payment, leaving 
out the dates, because they make it difficult to carry out the provision ? 


Mr. Lawrence: It is not necessary to specify the dates, that is not a material 
matter. From practical experience I could mention a railway company that allowed 
the date for pay to extend and extend until it is very nearly the last of the month 
before the employees get the pay for the month previous. In other cases postpone- 
ment of the pay-day by railway companies results in very nearly as long a delay. 
However, in the state of Minnesota a date is provided for. There they say that pay- 
ment shall be made not later than the 15th of each month, which practically means 
fifteen days afterwards. We are not particular about the date so long as it is clearly 
understood that payment be made twice each month. 


Mr. Best: I expressed my view on this question when the Bill was before the 
Senate some years ago. At that time the House of Commons was committed to its 
endorsement. The Bill passed the House but was defeated in the Senate. On that 
occasion Mr. Lawrence and myself expressed ourselves as favourable to it. Although 
most of the railway companies oppose it, the New York and Ottawa Railway, which 
enters this city, pays its employees every two weeks. The Canadian Pacific Railway 
is also obliged to pay every week those of its employees who reside in the State of 
Maine. For instance, Bromville Junction, where the Canadian Pacific Railway has. 
a terminal and where it employs a whole lot of men, payment is made every week, 
notwithstanding the objections raised by it in 1912 that it was quite impracticable on 
their part. For my part, I believe it is quite practicable. There is not as much 
clerical work involved in paying every 15 days as there is in paying every 30 days, 
although it may require a little more stationery and the issuance of cheques twice 
instead of once a month. The great advantages that will result from the change 
have already been pointed out by Mr. Peltier, and I need not enlarge upon them more 
than to say this, that the great benefits to the employees and to all concerned amply 
justify the enactment of such a proposal. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am not in a position to discuss this proposition. I know 
that the railways have objected to it and still continue to do so, therefore I would 
ask the committee at some convenient date in the future to hear the experts of the 
companies, who doubtless can answer what has been said here this morning. 

Mr. Mscrean: How does the Canadian Pacific Railway pay its employees on its 
American line? y 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I cannot answer that question. 


Mr. Mactzan: Perhaps the representatives of the railway brotherhoods can give 
me that information. 


Mr. Lawrence: The Canadian Pacific Railway employees who live in Minnesota 
get their pay twice a month. The employees of the company who live in Maine are 
paid every week. 
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Mr. Macuran: What about the lines of the Grand Trunk in the United States? 

Mr. Lawrence: The employees of the Grand Trunk living in Michigan are paid 
twice a month. The law in Michigan was, I think, passed a year ago. The old 
Canada Southern was leased by the Michigan Central and its employees, with the 
exception of passenger conductors, brakemen and baggagemen, all live in St. Thomas, 
Ontario. About six months after the law for more frequent payment went into effect 
in Michigan, the Canadian employees of the road made the suggestion that it should 
also be applied to them. It could not have involved any great hardship because it 
was promptly put into effect so that the employees in Canada of the old Canada 
Southern, now the Michigan Central, get their pay twice a month. Had it involved 
very great expense you would have thought the railway company would have strenu- 
ously objected to making the change. Payment of wages is now made to the employees 
at St. Thomas on the 9th for the last half of the previous month. In ease the 9th 
comes on a Sunday the cheque arrives on Saturday the 8th or Monday the 10th. 
in St. Thomas from the head office in Detroit, on the 23rd or 24th. 

Mr. Macponeti: The fact that the House of Commons has already favourably 
passed upon the proposition should justify the committee in accepting it. Mr. Johnston 
should therefore be instructed to draft a clause for the payment of Canadian railway 
employees bi-monthly. If it is not desired to adopt the clause for the present it 
can stand over until the railway companies have been heard from. 

Mr. Nespirr: Personally, I can see no good reason why we should not accept the 
proposition. At the same time I would be perfectly agreeable to hear what the rail- 
ways have to say on the question. 

The Cuamman: The railways have asked to be heard, and under the circumstances 
we cannot very well disregard their request. 


Section allowed to stand. 


The CuHamMan: Mr. Blair is now present on behalf of the Railway Commission. 
Perhaps he is in a position to inform us why the provision permitting the filling or 
packing of frogs or guard rails to remain out a limited time should stay in the Bill. 

Mr. Bra: As a matter of fact, and as a matter of practice that section has never 
been acted upon in the history of the Board so that, apparently, it is not a practical 
question whether we strike it out or leave it there. 

The CHairMan: Will you get the opinion of your Board upon it, and let us know 
to-morrow ? 

Mr. Buair: I do know that the Board has never acted upon that section. 

Mr. Mactean: Nor have the railways ever asked the Board for action upon it. 


Mr. Buair: Nor have the railways ever asked the Board to give them the benefit 
of that section. 


The Cuamman: Mr. Johnston will advise you as to what information the Com- 
mittee requires if you will be good enough to confer with him and come again 
to-morrow prepared to tell us what the opinion of the Board is. 


Mr. Lawrence: The next section is 292. We suggest that this section be struck 
out as we believe that no good reason can be furnished to justify giving the railway 
company the authority to enact common law, section 414 makes ample provision for 
the imposing of a penalty for the violation of the rules and regulations of the com- 
pany. The section to which we object (292) reads as follows :-— 


“The company may, for the better enforcing of the observance of any such 
2 by-law, rule or regulation, thereby prescribe a penalty enforceable on summary 
conviction not exceeding $40 for any violation thereof.” 
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291 gives them power to enact by-laws and 292 says that they may prescribe a pen- 
alty enforceable on summary conviction. Now that is just what we want to have struck 
out as we believe that no good reason can be given for giving the railway company 
the authority to enact common law. The words “enforceable on summary conviction ” 
are new and we do not believe that is necessary at all. We are satisfied that section 
414 properly covers the case. 

Mr. Macponett: This section does not affect the employees at all, but the public. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have drawn by-laws for the company and I would like to 
ask Mr. Lawrence if he knows of any by-law directed against the employees which has 
been enforced in this way, I do not know of any. This section is intended to provide 
summary penalties particularly for paragraphs (e) and (f) of section 291, which 
apply to “nuisances” and “ operation.” Paragraphs (g) and (h) are not included. 
(e) and (f) are designed to control the conduct of unruly passengers on cars, people 
who are travelling. I do not know, but, perhaps in the course of consolidation some- 
thing has been put in here that was never intended to be put in, but that is the only 
place in the Act where you have any control over the conduct of people travelling 
in trains. We have had eases of riot on a train, half a dozen men attacking the con- 
ductor and these by-laws, of course, after they have been passed under this section, 
as in the case of any other section are required to be submitted and approved—at 
least it was by the old law, I do not know what is provided here, by the Governor in 
Council and published in the Canada Gazette. 


Mr. Lawrence: I cannot agree with Mr. Chrysler at all because this section says, 
“ Any such by-law, rule or regulation.” 


Mr. Curysurr, K.C.: That is true. Do you know of any by-law passed by any 
railway company, under that section, containing a penalty upon an employee, which 
has been enforced under section 292. 


Mr. Lawrence: I know of a fine which was put on under by-law under that 
section, and that was in my own case. When I first started railroading, I started as 
a brakeman, and at that time I was breaking on a way-freight. One morning we 
had a brick machine to unload at a place called Dutton. The conductor had positive 
orders not to put off any car containing anything that could be unloaded, on account 
of the scarcity of cars. The machine was unloaded, and in the course of unloading 
it fell and was broken and the owner put in a claim to the company for $25 for 
renewing the part that was broken. The conductor and the three brakemen were 
notified that they would have to pay it, and $6.25 was deducted from my next pay. 
They deducted it from my pay, and they have it yet. I also know a case on a road 
where the engineer broke the pilot of a locomotive. Of course there is a by-law which 
says that you must not do anything of that kind. The company renewed the pilot, 
and the engineer was billed for the amount it cost, and it was stopped off his pay. 
Three years afterwards he left the service of the company, and he claimed the repay- 
ment of the amount, he went to the court and collected it. I do not know why this 
provision has been made, I do not see any reason for it now. Murphy-Gamble, or 
any other company doing business in this city have not the power to make by-laws, 
prescribing a penalty, enforceable on summary conviction and I do not see why a rail- 
way company should be given that power. 

Mr. Sinciarr: Do you object to its enforcement on summary conviction? 

Mr. Lawrence: We object to its being there at all. 

Mr. Sincuair: How about smoking of tobacco and drunkenness on the train? 


Mr. Lawrence: Section 414 covers that. It provides :— 


“Every person who wilfully or negligently violates any by-law, rule or 
regulation of the company is liable, on summary conviction, for such offence, 
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a penalty not exceeding the amount therein prescribed, or if no amount 1s 
prescribed to a penalty not exceeding $20, provided that no such person shall 
be convicted of any such offence, unless at the time of the commission thereof, 
a printed copy of such by-law, rule er regulation was openly affixed to a con- 
spicuous part of the station at which the offender entered the train or at or near 
which the offence was committed.” 


That applies, as Mr. Chrysler says, to all the by-laws of the company. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You have no objection to 414? 

Mr. Lawrence: We say that section makes ample provision without section 292. 

Mr. Macponett: Scetion 292 applies to offences on trains, and you are talking of 
offences in stations. 

Mr. Lawrence: It applies to offences on trains as well. 

Mr. Nuspirr: Would you endorse unruly conduct on the part of servants of the 
railway ? 

Mr. Lawrence: No, far from it, but 414 applies to “ Any by-law, rule or regulation 
of the company” which must be openly affixed to a conspicuous part of the station. 

Mr. Nespirr: 414 applies to the public, and you do not object to that? 

Mr. Lawrence: It applies to the employees also, but the company is required to 
put up a notice saying “ You should not do so and so.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think Mr. Lawrence is right. I do not see any reason why 
292 should not go out. It seems to be covered by 414. 

Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: It should be made clear that in making the regulations and 
by-laws under 291 such regulations and by-laws may contain proper penalties. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: If you read 291 and 414 together would it not be plain, 
because section 414 says:— 


“Every person who wilfully or negligently violates any by-law, rule or 
regulation of the company, is liable on summary conviction for each offence, 
to a penalty not exceeding the amount therein prescribed.” 


That implies that the by-law would prescribe the penalty. I think that is clear. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is for you to consider. 

Mr. Macponett: You have to have a by-law, copy it, print it, and post it up in 
a conspicuous place at the station where the man got on the train in order to convict 
him. Suppose a man gets drunk on the train and commits a disturbance three hundred 
miles away from where he boarded the train? He-should be liable in the same way. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Section 414 reads: “ Provided that no such person shall be 
convicted of any such offence, unless at the time of the commission thereof a printed 
copy of such by-law, rule or regulation, was openly affixed to a conspicuous part of 
the station at which the offender entered the train, or at or near which the offence was 
committed.” 

Mr. Macpnoneti: For violation or misbehaving on the train, you have to prove 
that the station where the offender took his train, a thousand miles away, had posted 
up conspicuously a copy of the by-laws? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Why should they not post it up? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think such by-laws are usually posted in the passenger cars 
in a little frame. 


Mr. Macpone.i: The station is no place for it. An offence may be committed on 
the train. 


The Cuarrman: Is there any objection to the clause being struck out? 
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Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: Mr. Johnston thinks the point is covered. I will accept his 
view. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is, in relation to posting them up in the stations or in 
the trains. 


Mr. Macponett: When we come to section 414 I will ask that it be enlarged. 


Mr. Sinctam: Does the section refer to by-laws made by the Board or by the com- 
pany ? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Bill says “of the company.” 
Mr. Srycrair: Does section 414 refer to the company alone? 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Undoubtedly it refers to the company alone. 


Mr. Srvciam: Section 291 reads “subject to any orders or regulations of the 
Board.” 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: That means that the Board has power to regulate the 


_ by-laws of the company. 


Myr. Srvciatrr: Would the penalty: be enforced then by section 414? 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Undoubtedly. 

The Cramman: Is it decided that section 292 be struck out? 

Mr. Nuspirr: We will consider it together with section 414. 


Mr. Mactran: When will the committee proceed with the rest of the clauses in 
which the brotherhoods are interested ? 


Hon. Mr. Lemtevx: To-morrow. 
The Cuamman: Might I call the attention of the committee to the fact that the 


~ brotherhoods are interested also in sections 294, 300 and 302. Is it the wish of the 


Committee that these gentlemen be heard to-morrow morning. 
Carried. 


Committee adjourned until 11 a.m. to-morrow. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or CoMMons, 
May 9, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11.10 a.m. 


The Carman: The Committee agreed yesterday that the representatives of 
organizations connected with the railways be heard to-day. These gentlemen have 
been good enough to say, however, that if the Committee continue as they have been 
doing and allowing them the privilege of expressing their opinions as the clauses 
come up for consideration, they would very much prefer it, rather than take up our 
time in the way they did yesterday discussing the clauses en bloc. If it is the wish 
of the Committee we will therefore proceed in the usual way and whenever the rail- 
way men’s representatives wish to be heard we will accord them the opportunity. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I would like, Mr. Chairman, if the Committee would return 
to Section 216 for a minute. That was formerly Section 193 of the old Act. A slight 
amendment, however, has been made, for as this section in the present Railway Act 
reads, “The notice served upon the parties shall contain.” You will observe that the 
draftsman has commenced Section 216 with the words, “Preliminary to proceeding 
to arbitration to fix a compensation or damage”’—there éan be no objection to these 
words—and then proceeds “the Company shall serve upon the opposite party.” 

Hon. Mr. Granam: That is the old question of “ opposite party ” coming up again. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes. I have discussed this with Mr. Chrysler and read a 
great many authorities, and I have come to the conclusion that the word “opposite” 
might remain there with advantage. That makes that section consistent with clause 
218. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Then you are putting in the word “opposite” wherever we 
were talking about it the other day ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes. 

The CHamman: What other sections should be changed? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The change should be made in two places in Section 218, 
on the fourth line of section 230, and in sections 223, 226 and 230. 


Amendments coneurred in. 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I had also wished to discuss the question of Mr. McCarthy’s 
amendment to section 219. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: About an easement? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, not about an easement. Mr. McCarthy’s difficulty 
arose Over an easement, but the amendment he drew is of general application. It is 
altogether likely that Mr. McCarthy will be here again when the municipal clauses 
are discussed and before finally settling upon a wording I think perhaps he had better 
be given another chance of expressing his views. It is not for me to give an opinion 
on matters of policy, but I do not see any objection to Mr. MeCarthy’s clause as 
drafted. The Committee seems to have thought that the clause was directed to ease- 
ment only, but that is not so. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Mr. McCarthy when before the Committee was discussing 
easement, but his amendment covers more than an easement. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It covers land generally and provides that after the amount 
of compensation has been referred to the arbitrator, the Company may, instead of 
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abandoning notice, which it has the right to do under Section 219 as passed, merely 
give to the other party, and to the arbitrator, notice describing what they want to 
take, and then the arbitrator may proceed under the very same order and the very 
same notice to fix damages. I am quite sure that Mr. McCarthy will be here again. 
Perhaps we might as well leave the matter until he returns. 

The CuairMan: Very well, if that is the understanding. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Now, with respect to Section 230—Death or delay of an 
arbitrator. We passed that clause. It provides that in the event of the death or delay 
of the arbitrator either party may, on giving certain notice, apply to the Court to 
which an appeal from the award would lie, or to a judge thereof, and such court or 
Judge may appoint another arbitrator, or may fix the compensation and determine 
all other matters which the arbitrator might have determined. Then, Mr. Chrysler, 
you will see in the 4th subsection it is provided that the determination of such Court 
or Judge as to the amount of compensation or any other matter which an arbitrator 
under this Act might have disposed of, shall be deemed an award under this Act, but 
there shall be no appeal therefrom except that where such determination is made by 
such judge, appeal may be taken to such Court. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: What does it mean? I have not grasped its meaning yet. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I would imagine that to mean this: In the Province of 
Ontario, for instance, if an application were made to a judge of the Superior Court 
to appoint another arbitrator, and that judge took upon himself the burden of the 
arbitration and made an award, there would be an appeal to the Appellate Division. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The subsection is a little awkwardly expressed. Does it 
mean that where he acts as arbitrator, in consequence of the death of the arbitrator 
previously appointed, his award is dealt with just as any other award under the Act? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, but there shall be no appeal from his determination 
—that would be a Superior Court Judge’s award—except to the Court of which he is 
a member. The difficulty seems to me to be created by allowing the judge to whom 
application is made to appoint another arbitrator, giving to him power to fix the com- 
pensation and act as an arbitrator. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That arises under the first subsection. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Ferguson—now Mr. Justice Ferguson—suggested an 
amendment, in fact an entirely new clause, which I think is better than the one in 
the draft Bill. That clause reads as follows (reads): 


“930. If the arbitrator dies before the award is made, or is incapacitated, 
disqualified or unable to act, either party may, on six days’ notice to the opposite 
party, apply to a judge of the Superior Court to appoint, and such judge shall 
appoint, any county or Superior Court judge to be arbitrator in the place of the 
arbitrator who has died, become incapacitated, disqualified or unable to act. 

2. The proceeding shall not in any such case require to be commenced again 
or repeated. 

3. The cost of applications and proceedings under this section shall form 
part of the costs of the arbitration proceedings.” 


Mr. Sincriair: That says nothing about an appeal. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: An appeal goes along in the usual way. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The appeal goes along in the usual way. I will give this 
new clause to the clerk later on and perhaps it would be advisable to substitute it for 
the clause in the Bill. 

The CHamman: Is it the wish of the Committee that the clause as read be 
adopted ? 

Clause as read concurred in. 
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On Section 222—Determining Compensation. 
Tnereased value of remaining lands to be considered. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We passed the other day Section 222, which, in subsection oe 
provides that the date of the deposit of the plan, profile and book of reference with the 
Registrar of Deeds shall be the date with reference to which such compensation or 
damages shall be ascertained. So far so good. Then we have the proviso, Provided, 
however, that if the company does not actually acquire title to the lands within one 
year from the date of such deposit, then the date of such acquisition shall be the date 
with reference to which such compensation or damages shall be ascertained.” I 
thought of that provision after we passed it the other day, and it did not seem to me 
that that would be quite fair. The railway company might give notice. It might 
delay the proceedings over one year. The land might fall in value, and then the 
railway company, having delayed the proceedings, might seek to take the land and pay 
the lower price. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: We were rather trying to protect the owner the other day. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: It is the owner that should be protected in all these cases of 
expropriation, and not the railway. The owner has to submit to expropriation pro- 
ceedings. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: He has to give up his property whether he wants to or not. 

The GHamMan: What is proposed to be done in regard to that section? 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I would like to consider that section with Mr. Chrysler in 
order to work out a proper provision. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: I would make the suggestion that the higher price be paid. 
That is the principle. b 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I would be willing to take Mr. Graham’s suggestion that the 
higher price prevail. 


Mr. Srycuam: The price is fixed when the plan is filed. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, but “there is a proviso that if the company. does not 
actually acquire the title within one year that shall be the rate. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: For the information of the committee, I may say that was 
the old practice from away back, I do not know how long, perhaps 1879. The members 
of the committee will see the justice of that in many ways, without going into all the 
aspects of it. When a plan is filed the farmer—it is usually a farmer—could not make 
use of the land for any other purpose. The railway was going to run through, and 
he had always to take that into account in any subdivision of it or any sale. The 
interest was paid from that date. There would be no hardship in that if the price of 
the land was stable, but if the price of the land went down and the land was not taken 
for some years then there would be a hardship. Then we tried to obviate that by a 
provision of this kind as to delay. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: An unreasonable delay might take place, and, owing to certain 
conditions, the bottom might fall out of the real estate market entirely, and the farmer 
would be in this position, that he once had an opportunity to sell at a good price, but 
could not sell it because the railway had possession, and it is one of those cases where 
it would not be unfair to protect him both ways. 


Mr. Stycrair: On the other hand, the land might go up in value. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In that case the railway would not delay, but would hasten. 


Mr. Curystrer, K.C.: In most cases, in practice, in regard to these farm lands, the 
interest would compensate for the increased value. There would not be very much 
difference. I have been over this matter time and time again. If you take the increased 
value of the land, and then take the value of the land when expropriated and add the 
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interest, it would come to the same thing. But in regard to the speculative value of 
village lots and so on, it would not apply. 


Section allowed to stand. 


On Section 263—Appropriation for safety of public at highway crossings at rail 
level. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That does not seem to me to be a very workable clause. It 
reads as follows :— 


“The sum of two hundred thousand dollars each year for ten consecutive 
years from the first day of April, one thousand nine hundred and nine, shall be 
appropriated and set apart,” etc. 


Eight years have already been appropriated, and if the intention is that the term shall 
only be ten years from the ist of April, 1909, it would exhaust itself in two years more, 
and it seems to me the more appropriate thing would be— 


Hon. Mr. Granam: It would depend what the policy of the Government is. They 
might extend the term. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It might be desirable to consult the minister and find out if 
it is intended to extend that beyond the two years. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: I am the author of that section, and I may say that it was 
difficult to arrive at a basis on which we could get all parties to work together for the 
elimination of the danger of level crossings, and this section allowed the board to say 
how much a municipality should pay, and how much the road should pay, and this 
section was to provide an amount against which certain charges could be drawn in con- 
nection with the elimination. Can any person tell us how it has worked out during 
the last five or six years? Has it accomplished any good? 

Mr. Curysimr, K.C.: I think so, but Mr. Blair will know more about the working 
of it. I think a great many of the dangerous crossings have been eliminated by con- 
tributions from municipalities and railways and from this fund, and I have not heard 
of any serious criticism of the action of the board in locating the amount that should 
be paid by the different parties interested. 

The Cuarrman: Better leave it over till Mr. Johnston interviews the minister. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: It is a matter of policy. If he is going to extend it at all we 
might as well extend it in this case. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That first section is not an appropriate item here. It should 
appear in another Act. This section would be flexible and apply to any amount the 
Government would devote to it. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: We were trying to avoid—and Parliament seemed to be 
unanimous—the necessity of each year putting an item in the estimates, bringing forth 
a lot of discussion and we desired to avoid taking up needlessly the time of the House 
in discussing a policy which Parliament wanted to give full opportunity for working 
out, so that we made it payable by statute rather by yearly appropriation. There were 
two policies the Government could adopt. Under the statute they could give such sums 
as the board required year by year for this purpose, or they could establish by statute a 
certain amount which then could not be stricken out of the estimates. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That might very well be placed in another statute. 

Hon. Mr. Gravnam: But it should be in some statute and the amount fixed. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Do I understand it would not be proper in the Railway Act 
to set apart a certain sum, or to declare it should be set apart per annum? 


Mr. Curyster, K. C.: I do not see any impropriety in it. 
Hon. Mr. Granam: If you take it out of here do you not lose it? 
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Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: If we take it out we shall lose it, unless we re-enact it in 
some other form. We had better not take it out. 

Mr. Curyster: If another Act is passed this section can be repealed. 

Section allowed to stand. 


On Section 278—Opening railway for traffic, inspection and leave of board. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Has the board found many cases during the past year where 
roads were opened without the consent of the board? 

Mr. Bram: There may have been some cases, but they have not been brought to 
the attention of the board. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: On one occasion we had to pass a special Act to cover up the 
peculiar actions of some of the railway companies. 

Mr. Bram: I have no doubt railways do proceed before getting the permission 
required by the Act, but it does not come to the notice of the board. We have no 
official notification or advice. 

Hon. Mr. Granaat: Section 278 has worked out pretty well, has it not, Mr. Blair? 

Mr. Buair: As far as I know it has. 

Section adopted. 


On Section 279—Board may order railway to be opened. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: That is new. What is that? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That makes it possible for the board to compel the company 
to open its railway. ; 

Hon. Mr. Grawam: Does it mean to cover the case where, during the construction 
of the railway, it is possible to keep the road in the hands of the contractors for a 
longer time, and not subject to the board in any way, because the road would be still 
under construction? Does this section give the board power to say, “this road or a 
portion of the road comes under our jurisdiction and you must operate it ?” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is exactly what it is designed for—to prevent delay. It 
might be impossible to give effect to the board’s order. If the company was short of 
money the board could not provide it, but it gives the board power to order them to go 
ahead and open it. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: It can declare the railway open, whatever the consequence. 

Section adopted. 


On Section 283, fire protection: 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There should be a change in paragraph “E” of this section. 
The words after the word “way” in the 25th line should be struck out, and should be in 
the general section. Strike out the semicolon and make the last four lines of para- 
graph “E” a separate subsection. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: There are three parties interested in this clause, if 1 remember 
rightly: the Department of Railways, that branch of the Interior Department which 
has supervision over the protection of lumber for a certain distance from the railway 
lines, and the provincial authorities. It was adopted as an experiment, and I would 
like, if possible, to get some information as to how it has worked out in practical 
operation. 

Mr. Buair: I understand from our chief fire operating official that the provisions 
of the Act as at present drawn is satisfactory—that is, there have been amendments 
to the fire requirements from time to time, but the Bill in its present form is working 
satisfactorily—and if there are any radical changes to be proposed this official would 
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like to be notified. I can only say in answer to your inquiry that apparently the 
conditions as they exist at the moment are satisfactory, so far as relates to the work of 
the board and the powers exercised by it. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: I am the father of two or three of these sections, and I was 
anxious to find out how they have worked out in practice. Does this section of the 
Bill deal with the use of oil on the railways operating through the mountains and 
through the timber territories? 


Mr. CHRYSLER, K.C.: That is dealt with in another clause which prescribes the 
fuel that is to be used in the different districts. Can you find that clause, Mr. 
Johnston ? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We have not passed it yet. We were discussing it yesterday. 
It is clause 289. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: We will get to it presently. 
Section as amended adopted. 


On Section 284—packing in spaces: 

The CHatrman: This section was discussed very fully yesterday. Mr. Peltier and 
some of the other representatives of the trainmen and conductors asked that subsection 
5 be struck out. It was desired that Messrs. Johnston and Blair should come prepared 
this morning to give us full information in connection with the matter. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The railway companies have yet to be heard from in regard 
to this matter, and perhaps you will economize time if you allow the subsection to 
stand. From what the Railway Brotherhood representatives said yesterday the sub- 
section is not of any importance to the companies at all. However, I would like to 
inquire with respect to that. 

Mr. Bua: I took this matter up with the Chief Commissioner yesterday, and, as 
stated to the committee, no order has ever been made under this section by the board. 
It does not appear to be one of great practical importance, but the committee can rest 
assured that if the board was asked to exercise its power under the section it could 
only do so in a proper case. JI am instructed to say further that the board has no 

_ strong feeling one way or the other. If it is the wish of the committee that the sub- 
section should be struck out, for the reason suggested yesterday, it is a matter of 
indifference to the board. 


Subsection 5 allowed to stand. The rest of the section agreed to. 


On Section 287—notice of accidents to board: 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You will recollect that the opinion of the committee yester- 
day was in favour of the suggestion of the Brotherhoods that, in addition to the com- 
pany itself being required to furnish notice of accidents to the board, any conductor 
who makes a written report to the companies shall furnish a duplicate of such report 
to the board, and shall also notify the board as soon as possible by telegraph or tele- 
phone. I have drawn a clause which I think is perhaps a little more concise than the 
one proposed, and I will read it (reads) : 


“Any conductor making a report to the company of the occurrence of any 
such accident shall at the same time transmit to the board a copy of such report, 
and as soon as possible after such accident notify the board of the same by 
telegraph.” 


Mr. Lawrence: I do not think that would be satisfactory. It may be a case where 
the person making a report is not a conductor. I would suggest that it be “any con- 
ductor or officer.” 


Mr. Petter: “Or other officer” would be satisfactory. 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It might not be a conductor making the report, it might 
be a foreman. ; 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I think it would be a conductor in the ordinary course of — 
events. You could say “any conductor or employee.” 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: In charge at the point. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, who is in charge at the point. 

Mr. Pe.tier: The suggested amendment might do, but cases might occur where 
there would be a difficulty in giving effect to the provision. A locomotive engineer, for 
example, is not always in a position to report quickly as a conductor or other official 
might be. However, we cannot cover all possible cases that may arise, that would be 
impossible. Perhaps it would be best to accept the wording “or other employee.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think that would cover the point, for this reason: it does 
not make any difference what his position is, whether conductor, engineer or other 
officer, if he makes a report he must furnish a duplicate to the board. I would there- 
fore propose that the section read “any conductor or other employee.” 


Section as amended adopted. 


On Section 289—Paragraph (a) Speed of trains. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: There seems to be something new in the last two lines of 
paragraph (a), “and may in any case limit or fix the rate of speed of trains and loco- 
motives as it deems proper.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: ‘The new words proposed to be added are “or fixed.” 

The Cuairnman: This matter was pretty fully discussed yesterday. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C. (To Mr. Chrysler): I thought when discussing the matter 
with you the other day you had something to say about it. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think so, but I did not know the subject had been dis- 
cussed yesterday. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Only so far as Mr. Peltier had reference to paragraph 
(j), (Hours of Duty). 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: We have no objection to paragraph (a) if the words “or 
fix” are omitted. You can limit the rate of speed, but I do not see how you can 
“fix” it. You cannot say, “we shall go so fast and no faster.”- 

The Cuamman: Shall paragraph (a) of section 289 be adopted with the omission 
of the words “or fix.” 

Paragraph as amended adopted. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There is another consideration in regard to this matter. 
The Committee are probably aware that the whole of this clause has reference to 
the speed at crossings. It has no reference to the speed of trains running through 
the country apart from the speed at crossings in cities, towns or villages. There has 
never been in the Railway Act any limitation of speed in the open country. What- 
ever crossing protection is required is a matter now governed by other sections; that 
is, if the crossing is a dangerous one and should be protected, it is otherwise provided 
for than here. But the rate of speed, outside of cities, towns or villages, has never 
been limited. If this only means to limit the speed in cities, towns or villages, it is 
all covered by the preceding lines. I do not know what the object of this is or 
whether it is proposed there should be a limit to the rate of speed by trains running 
between stations in the open country. At any rate, the principle is wrong. That is 
to say, it is not a question of limiting speed—the speed should be governed by the 
power of the locomotive and the train that it has to carry, and the smoothness of the 
road upon which it travels, bearing in mind always the safety of the public—the 
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question is, are your railway crossings sufficiently guarded to protect travellers upon 
the highways. I would ask that these two last lines be struck out. 

Mr. Pettmr: A condition may arise where on account of the state of the road 
and the state of the rolling stock, protection is needed in the interests of the public 
as well as in the interest of the employees. This provision leaves open an appeal to 


the Board if there is felt to be insecurity. I would ask the Committee not to shut 
the door on that appeal. 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: If Mr. Peltier’s view commands itself to the committee, 
I would suggest that there should be a separate subsection limiting the rate of speed. 
I do not see any objection to the Board limiting the rate of speed, but if so, that power 
should be conferred in a separate paragraph. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It would seem that paragraph (L) is broad enough to 
cover the point. That paragraph reads: 


“svenerally providing for the protection of property, and the protection, safety, 
accommodation and comfort of the public, and of the employees of the Com- 
pany, in the running and operating of trains, or the use of engines, by the 
Company or in connection with the railway.” : 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: I think the point would be covered by paragraph (L), but 
I have no objection to its being made very clear. 

Mr. Lawrence: I think the amendment was made in order to provide for a 
number of cases where the Board of Railway Commissioners issued an order that the 
trains must not exceed a certain rate of speed. I do not believe that paragraph (L) 
/will cover such cases. The Board has also issued an order that anything running 
tender first must not exceed a certain speed. I do not think paragraph (L) will apply 
there either. I see no objection to the proposed amendment to paragraph A because 
it is designed to cover such-cases as I have mentioned. 

Mr. Curysurer, K.C.: There is no objection to the amendment if you embody 
it in a separate paragraph. Otherwise it only complicates matters. My objection to 
the last two lines of paragraph (a) is that it seems to me under them the Board can 
arbitrarily limit the speed of trains in the country without regard to the protection 
of the public or of the employees. 


The CHamMan: Do not the representatives of the Railway Brotherhoods think 
that the Board has ample power to deal with the speed of trains under paragraph L? 


Mr. Lawrence: If that is the case it will be satisfactory. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Suppose the last two lines of paragraph (a) are struck 
out and the following words inserted in line 4 of paragraph (L) after the words 
“running and operating of trains,” ‘and the speed thereof.” 


Amendments concurred in. 


On Paragraph (h)—Board may make regulations with respect to the length of 
section required to be kept in repair by employees of the Company, and the number 
of employees required for each section. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am instructed by the railway companies that they object 
to this paragraph as being an improper subject of regulation by the Board. It is a 
matter of domestic economy, or the operation of the line, and in some cases, I suppose, 
regulation by agreement with trackmen is always a subject of discussion between 
the companies and their employees; it is not a thing that the Board can or ought to 
ask to legislate about. I have not the requisite technical knowledge to voice the 
practical objections to this provision, but I would ask the Committee to allow the 
paragraph to stand until those who are interested in the matter on behalf of the 
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railway companies can be heard. As doubtless the Committee is aware, the length of 
section varies in different parts of the country, and the track varies also. In Eastern 
Canada the length of section and track are quite different from those in the West. 
I suppose also in the mountains the length of section and the number of employees 
required for each will vary, bearing in mind the conditions of the labour market. 
The system in the West is also different. The railway companies object to the para- 
graph and would like to be heard further in regard to the matter. 


Mr. Lawrence: This matter, along with a number of other questions, was up for 
a hearing before the Board of Railway Commissioners some time ago, and after 
a full discussion the Board ruled that under the Railway Act it had no jurisdiction. 
The paragraph in question was inserted in Section 289 to give the Board jurisdiction. 
We have with us this morning a gentleman who possibly may not be here again during 
the consideration of this Bill, Mr. W. Dorey, Woodstock, New Brunswick, Chairman 
of the Organization of Maintenance of Way Men on the Canadian Pacific Railway 
system. I would like the Committee to hear what Mr. Dorey has to say with regard 
to the matter. 


Mr. W. Dorey: In regard to any proposals to lengthen the sections we have 
appealed to the Railway Commission, but were told that they had no jurisdiction in 
the matter. We are now asking for the insertion of this paragraph in the Bill so as 
to afford the chance of making an appeal in order to get the sections restored to the 
proper length where we think they have been unduly extended. Just imagine a 
section of 11 miles of double track. It is impossible for three or four men to properly 
take care of sections of such length and keep them safe for the travelling public. 
The sections to-day are 7 miles. Imagine two men going out with a hand-car in the 
winter time to look after the track, with great banks of snow on each side of the 
track, and the danger of meeting a train at any time. That is a condition anything 
but safe for the public or the right of way men. Consequently we ask that the para- 
graph be allowed to remain as it is in the Bill, so that we may enjoy the right of an 
appeal to the Railway Commission and in that way we have a ‘safeguard against the 
prevalence of improper conditions; otherwise there will be no safety for the railway 
employees or the passengers on trains. We appeal to you, therefor, to allow the 
paragraph to remain as it is at present. 


Mr. Best: I want to concur, to the extent of a word or two, in what Mr. Dorey 
has said. Mr. Chrysler has spoken of the controlling of these matters by the operating 
railway officers. Doubtless there is something in what he says. I think the operating 
officers of a railway should, to a large extent, be able to determine the number of 
employees required for a section of a line. At the same time everyone who is in 
touch with railroad conditions knows that there are times when economical considera- 
tions exercise more weight than motives of safety, and as a result men are taken off 
sections when the conditions of the road demand that they should be left where they 
are. Now, that is not a matter of theory. It is borne out by the facts reported to us 
from time to time by railway employees and supported by our own personal experience. 
Cases have been reported to us which we in turn have reported to the Board, and 
investigation by the Board has established that accidents have been contributed to 
by the inefficient manning of the track and the failure to maintain it in perfect order. 
Such cases are within the knowledge of railway men as occurring year after year, 
and it demonstrates most conclusively to those who are closely in touch with the 
facts that the paragraph in question should remain in the Act. In other words, there 
should be some authority who could say to a railroad company: “You must have one 
or more men on your road in order to keep it in perfect condition for the protection 
of the employees and the travelling public.” 


The Cuatrman: Is the Committee ready to decide this matter? 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would urge, Mr. Chairman, that the paragraph be allowed 
to stand in order that the representatives of the railway company may be heard with 
respect to it. 


Paragraph (h) allowed to stand. 


On paragraph (i)—Designating number of men to be employed upon trains. 

- Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: f have very much the same objection to urge to that as to 
the preceding paragraph. Although I do not know that the question involved is a 
serious one, it might become so. The whole of the paragraph seems to be new, and 
it is very much the same as paragraph (h), dealing with trackmen. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Paragraphs (h), (i) and (j) all involve the same principle. 

Mr. Curysurr, K.C.: Then they had better all stand until we can secure the 
attendance of men from the railway companies who are more familiar with the ques- 
tions involved than I am. 

Paragraphs (h), (i) and (j) allowed to stand. 


On paragraph (L)—Providing for safety of public and employees. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The latter part of this section, following paragraph “L” 
should be subsection 2. Strike out the word “and” and commence the section with 
“any orders or regulations”, ete. 


On Section 290, Uniformity in rolling stock. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yesterday Mr. Peltier and other members of the brother- 
hood argued the point that wages should be paid semi-monthly, and I was asked to 
draw a short clause so that the railway could reconsider it. I have drawn this clause, 
as section 290a. 


The wages of all persons employed in the operation, maintenance or equip- 
ment of any railway to which the Parliament of Canada has granted aid by 
way of subsidy or otherwise, or which has been declared to be a work for the 
general advantage of Canada, shall be paid at least semi-monthly. 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: You have inserted the word “equipment”. That is more 
than they are asking. 

Mr. Petter: Our request is in regard to all employees of the railway. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: You confine it to the employees of the railway company? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I did not attempt in any way to depart from Mr. Peltier’s 
wording of. I left the word “ equipment” because it was in his draft. 

Mr. Pettier: This is an important matter, and concerns the welfare of so many 
men that I think I should add a word. With regard to the wording of the section, 
perhaps it would be just as well to let it stand for a day or so, till we got an appon- 
tunity fully to consider it. For instance, it would be a benefit if a fixed day could be 
set, semi-monthly, on which the men would know that they would receive their pay. 
To do that, without any leeway, would incumber the railway companies to an extent. 
We do not wish to ask for anything that is not practicable. This matter was discuss- 
ed yesterday and certain objections were made to the proposed section. The question 
as to whether for the first half of the month the Company should have until the 26th, 
and pay not later than the 26th, and pay for the half of the month not later than the 
12th, and it was contended that there should be a fixed date. If you have it between 
the 15th and the 26th the company will make the pay day when it pleases, and the 
employees, and all business people that depend a good deal on these men’s wages, 
would find it a great convenience, in matters of discounting paper in the bank and 
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all that sort of thing, to have a fixed date all over Canada for payment of the wages 
of the men. We are in no way obstinate people, but we do not always see things alike. 
I do not care personally which way it goes. If I had a vote I would make it a fixed 
pay day, but we must give the companies leeway, otherwise we put them to great 
expense, and we will give them an argument against the proposition. ; 

The Cuamman: Do you not do away with all the argument against your propo- 
sition if you leave out the fixed day? : 

Mr. Peutmr: We are leaving too much to the railway. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Say twice a month. 

Mr. Penrter: But when will that be? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You object, Mr. Chrysler, to the whole section? 

Myr. Curysurr, K.C.: Yes. 


Mr. Peitter: The 25 or 20 railways in the States, which were mentioned yester- 
day, pay bi-weekly and semi-monthly and they find no difficulty. They pay twice a 
month, but you must remember there are very few countries which have railways like 
the Transcontinental from the Atlantic to the Pacific. With reference tothe C.P.R., 
some time ago they made their time keeping headquarters in Montreal. Lately it has 
been changed, I am told by a member of this House who knows what he is talking 
about, to the old system, but even when it is not centralized in one place, with a large 
railway like that, it is going to be very difficult to pay all the men on one day. 
They cannot get the cheques away to these men in a day. We have to give them lee- 
way, or else we give them an argument against the proposition. 


The Cuamman: Why not fix a date? 


Mr. Pettmr: They now have two weeks that they may keep behind, and the back 
time in the monthly pay. I understand the C.P.R. received interest on the money 


thus held in the bank, amounting to some $800,000. That is a big thing—banking 


the employees’ money and getting the proceeds. If we leave a certain leeway as a 
beginning, then we can fix the dates. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I should think if you would be content with that section as 
it is drawn, you would have made a big step in advance. 

Mr. Pettier: We get a gold brick but the gentlemen present do not imagine it. 
We would have to go back and tell 150,000 employees that we got something that was 
not tangible. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: But you have something tangible. 

Mr. Pettier: We will leave it to the Committee. 

The Cuarrman: [ have the section as proposed by you, and the only difference 
between the draft prepared by Mr. Johnston and your proposed amendment is the 
fixing of the date. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Do you not suppose as a matter of practice, for the banking 
operations, for their book-keeping, that the company would of necessity have to have 
a day of closing their account that they would adhere to pretty strictly, even if no date 
was mentioned in this? 

Mr. Peitier: Yes. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Naturally companies, for their own convenience, their finan- 
cial arrangement, and the office organization, have a pay day. 

My. PeLtTier: You would think so, but they do not always do that. 

Mr. Best: J think the draft Mr. Johnston has submitted would be perfectly satis- 
factory, and I would not advocate adhering closely to the amendment, although I think 
there should be a maximum; that is to say that the wages for the first fifteen days of 
the month of January should be paid on or before the 31st day of that month, and that 
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the wages for the last half of the month of January should be paid on or before the 
15th day of the subsequent month. I make this statement, because I know that it is 
impracticable for companies, take for instance the Canadian Pacific, to get their 
returns in to Montreal, formen perhaps working on the north shore of Lake Superior, 
or the furthest point away from the accounting office, or the head office, from which the 
cheques are issued, and I would make this suggestion: that while I think the fifteen 
days will cover all—that is to say that they can very conveniently comply with that— 
I would rather put in some maximum limit, and I do not think in that case it will 
work any hardship at all, and it would be sufficient guarantee to the employees that 
they were going to have pay, not only every two weeks, as provided in the first part of 
the clause, but it would be paid within the next fifteen days. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: Let me ask another question. We want to get at what is best. 
Do you not suppose the railway companies will be compelled to have a spread of fifteen 
days between their payments, as a matter of practice? That is really wuat you want. 
If they keep you from getting your pay for thirty days one time, they would have to 
crowd the next into a smaller space. As a matter of financing, they will have to have 
a spread of half a month between the payments, no matter what the dates. 

Mr. Petter: Probably we can make them fix the date. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I want that clause to stand. We will hear from the 
companies and they will say whether they want to be heard. 

Section allowed to stand. 


On section 291, By-laws, rules and regulations of Company—Company can make 
by-laws. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I have a note that Sir Henry Drayton thought the words, 
“and subject to any orders and regulations of the Board” in the third line might be 
struck out. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think that would be better. It makes confusion and it is 
difficult to tell whether a by-law is any good or not until you hunt up the records of 
the Board to see if the orders are sufticient. 

Mr. Bua: I have a note to the same effect. The Chief Commissioner advised 
that those words should be struck out. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I think in fairness to all concerned I should make this 
remark: that if those words were struck out, and the companies, for instance, may 
make certain rules as to the speed at which any of the rolling stock used on the railway is 
to be moved, and the Board under the preceding clause 289 may also make orders and 
regulations, and there may be confusion, unless it is perfectly plain that the by-laws 
of the company are subject to the orders or regulations of the Board, and notwith- 
standing Sir Henry Drayton’s view, I think the words should remain. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Ido not care very much. When you get over to the police 
power under this section, I regard that as more important than anything else. That 
is “EK” and “F”, the conduct of people on the trains, station platforms and misconduct 
of employees, which may happen although they are a very high class of men. You do 
not want in the middle of the prosecution the argument that you have not proved that 
there is no conflicting order or requirement of the Board. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I can get over that. We can leave the words “and subject 
to any orders or regulations of the Board under section 289. : 

Mr. Best: I wish to point out the importance of leaving that in. Section 290 
emphasizes, I think, to the Committee the importance of this clause. The point is that 
the railway companies should not make operating rules on one part of the road that 
are contrary to operating rules on the other, or one railway may make operating rules 
contrary to those in force on other roads. 
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Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: “And subject to any orders or regulations made under 
Section 289.” Add those words after the word “make” in the third line. 


Section adopted as amended. 


On section 294,—By-laws must be approved by Governor in Council. 


Mr. Jounston. K.C.: I have a note that Sir Henry Drayton thinks the words 
“ or impose a penalty ” should be removed. 

Mr. Bram: Yes, that is correct. 

Seetion adopted as amended. 

' 

On section 800,—Delay may be allowed for compliance. 

Mr. Lawrence: In our memo, on section 300, we say, add to the end of the 
section the following proviso—” 


“ Provided however that no such change shall be made or allowed without due 
notice and hearing before the Board.” 

We submit that in the interests of the employees it is desirable that an order or 
regulation should be made respecting equipment and maintainance or operation with- 
out due notice and hearing of those interested. Employees are most interested in this 
matter, and they think that the Board should not make any regulations in respect of 
that unless due notice of the hearing is given before the Board, to allow their repre- 
sentatives to present the case and make any suggestion. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: I think all the parties interested should be notified before 
any change of that kind takes place, and should have an opportunity to present their 
side of the case. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: There are two things here. First, they make a general 
regulation without notifying all parties. I suppose they may do that. Mr. Blair will 
know. The other matter would be upon application in a particular case. That seems 
to be a proper case for notifying. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: After the word “case” add the words “ after hearing, on 
notice.” 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. 

Hon. Mr. GraHam: In the matter of rates, which affect a portion of the popula- 
tion, the rates have to be filed a certain length of time before they become operative, 
to give parties interested an opportunity to study them. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This only deals with apparatus and appliances. 

Hon. Mr. GranamM: Every employee is affected by the apparatus and appliances. 
Tf any regulation is going to be put in force it is going to affect employees, don’t you 
think they should have notice that such a regulation is going to be in force before it is 
put in practice? Jt might be something very serious and detrimental to their safety, 
which the Board would be seized of in the first instance. 

Mr. Lawrence: I think the suggestion of Mr. Johnston is all right. 


Section adopted as amended. 


On section 302,—Equipment of locomotive engines. 
‘Mr. Best: We proposed immediately after section 302 to insert a new section, 
302 a, as follows: ; 
“Every locomotive engine shall be equipped and maintained with an ash 


pan which can be dumped and emptied without the necessity of any employee 
going under such locomotive.” 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Board has power to order that already. 


Mr. Best: An order of the Board was issued in 1912 by the late Chief Com- 
missioner Mabee, at the request of Mr. Lawrence and myself, and for reasons best 
known to some of the railway companies, they have not lived up to the requirements 
of that law, and men are crawling under engines in the 20th century, when they have 
had equipment on some railways for the last 25 years to eliminate the necessity of 
men going under for that purpose. 

The CuHairMAan: The Board have power to make that order, have they not? 


Mr. Best: Some of the roads have not the equipment which obviate the necessity 
of men going under, and others are not maintaining that equipment, if they have it, in 
proper condition. I have an accident report from some point on the C.P.R. where 
an ash pit man, who had to do that raking out of the ashpan, went under the engine 
in order to rake out the ashpan, and the engine was not equipped with the straight air 
brake, and the engine moved a little and cut off his hand. That is only within the 
last month. We think if it were placed in the Railway Act perhaps the railway com- 
panies might regard it a little more sacredly than they do an order of the Board. The 
question that was brought up by Mr. Maclean yesterday that the Board had no 
prosecuting powers seems to be a matter of vital importance. I wish the Committee 
would do something along that line. There seems to be a desire for economy, perhaps 
2 necessity, in some places, but the fact remains, when a locomotive comes in, and 
when an appliance of that kind is out of order, it seems to me it should not be allowed 
to go into service until the locomotive is put in proper condition and the safety 
of men will be guarded. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Has the Board made an order? 

Mr. Best: Yes, they have made an order, and the order was extended in 1914 - 
for another six months, at the request, I think, of the Canadian Pacific and the Cana- 
dian Northern. They had an extension given to them until July 1, 1915. Since that, 
of course, any failure to comply with that has been a violation of the law as we under- 
stand it, but nevertheless complaints keep coming in, and I have been filing them 
with the Board, and I have a very large file of complaints which have been made, and 
they have been taken up from time to time, and the reports have been just as varied 
as the complaints, and we have come to the point where something must be done in 
order to protect the men, because they feel that they are being imposed upon. 


Hon. Mr. Grawam: Do you think putting it in the Act would give you the relief 
you want? In what better position would you be if it were stated in terms in the Act 
that all locomotives should be equipped with an ashpan that could be dumped without 
the man crawling in there than you are now with the Board having power to make 
that order, and having made it? Is the weakness of the Act not in the enforcing of 
the order, and not the authority itself? 


Mr. Best: That may be true, but I have found that provisions of the Act have 
been regarded sometimes more sacredly than the orders of the Board. That has been 
the result of my observation. I have come to the conclusion that many provisions 
have been.looked upon with greater regard and consideration because it was known 
as a statute, and penalties were provided in the Act for a violation of that statute. 
Tt has been recognized that there are certain penalties imposed for the violation of 
orders of the Board, but that brings us to the question of having no prosecuting body, 
and as a result it was left to us to prosecute, and because we have not money enough 
we have never undertaken to prosecute. But I will say frankly that we have considered 
it very, very seriously, and if something is not done we are going to make a test case 
at some time, if there is no prosecuting body. 

The Coamman: Is the Committee ready for the question? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would ask that this be allowed to stand. 


Section allowed to stand. 
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On section 305—Condition of passenger cars. 
My. Best: There is something we desire to have added. ie 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Do you cover that point in your printed memorandum + 


Mr. Best: It is not referred to there, because the matter did not arise until after 
the memorandum had been submitted. We have received representations that an 
amendment should be made to the Act in order to prevent railway companies from 
putting a flanger on the rear end of a passenger train and operating it in winter 
weather. You will understand that the operation of a flanger is a mechanical one in 
which compressed air must be applied to the auxiliary under the flanger car on the 
rear of the train. That air must be taken from the train pipe supply on the loco- 
motive and the principle of the automatic air brake is that any reduction in the air 
pipe pressure has a tendency to cause the brakes to apply on the train. Under the 
circumstances you can imagine what would happen trying to operate a train consist- 
ing of from 8 to 14 and 15 passenger cars, with the flanger on the rear and the shaking 
and jolting and lack of protection of the passengers. I think the Railway Act contem- 
plates that no car should be placed in the rear of a train, whether it is a snow-clean- 
ing device or intended for any other purpose. If it is intended to clean a track of 
snow a locomotive with its snow plough can be run for the purpose. We certainly 
think no flanger ear should be allowed to be attached to the rear of any passenger 
train in the interests of the safety of the travelling public. 


The CHamman: What words would you insert in the section? 


Mr. Best: I would insert the words “any flanger or snow plough”. The section - 
would then read :— 


“No passenger train shall have any freight, merchandise, lumber car or 
any flanger or snow plough in the rear of any passenger car in which any 
passenger is carried.” 


Mr. Hartr: In the case of a train with only one baggage car and one passenger 
car, such as you find on some short lines, it would be necessary to run the flanger to 
clear the track, otherwise they would not be able to operate the line at all. The track 
would then be in a condition likely to result in more danger and inconvenience to the 
public than if the flanger were operated. Would you not amend the provision by say- 
ing it should not apply to a train of two cars? I know of short lines where two cars 


are operated, and to have a flanger at the rear of that small train would not be at all 
dangerous. 


Mr. Best: From an economical point of view such a thing is possible, and it 
may seem to the company to be desirable, but the lives of the passengers of one coach 
are just as important as the lives of the passengers in a dozen cars. 


Mr. Hartrr: But the danger would be practically eliminated where the train 
consists only of two cars. 


Mr. Best: The possible danger to the passengers in those cars would be equally 
as great as if there were 15 cars. The inconvenience to the operating employees, the 
employees who are operating the air brake on the locomotive, would not be as great, 
but there would be as much danger to the travelling public as if there were half a 
dozen passenger cars attached. 7 


Mr. Green: Is the system of carrying flangers behind passenger coaches at all 
common ? 


Mr. Best: I do not think the practice is at all general, but it has been done in 
some cases and we want a protection against it. 


Mr. Petter: I think it has been done in the case of some branch lines in the 
West. 
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Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: What is a flanger? 
Mr. Peitier: You call them scrapers, down here. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: One of the difficulties in framing a bill of this kind in which 
the Board is given such wide powers, is that you make its successful operation when 
enacted more difficult. For instance, it is proposed to say here that no freight, mer- 
chandise, or lumber cars shall be attached to the rear of any passenger car in which 
any passenger is carried. Now it is proposed to add the word “flanger” to the section. 
Later on, if something else crops up, which is not set forth in detail in the Act, it 
may be argued that the Board has no power to deal with it because it is not specified 
in the Act. We may run the danger of endeavouring to specify too much, which 
would operate against the advantageous working of the Act. The Board has almost 
absolute power to do almost anything. Now, if we specify too much it may be argued 
that anything which is not specified was not meant to be covered by the Act. 


Mr. Lawrence: If there is any danger of that, do not specify any class of car 
but simply adopt the language “no car.” In reply to Mr. Hartt, who referred to a 
branch line operating but a few cars, I would ask that if the train can run over the 
‘branch without a flanger and scrape off the snow, where does the necessity for the 
flanger come in? In reality it is dangerous to have any such car at the rear end of 
the train. The flanger is sometimes as heavy as a locomotive. Just think of the 
effect of having a flanger as heavy as a locomotive behind a passenger car on a branch 
line. Why, in case of a rear-end or head-on collision the flanger would go clear 
through the passenger car and split it ‘all up. 

Mr. WerrHen: Could you enumerate any cases where accidents have happened on 
small branch lines ? 

Mr. Lawrence: No; but we say it is just as dangerous to have one car there as 
to have several. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In my opinion, there is a great deal of surplusage in this 
Bill. There are a great many sections which, in my opinion, are entirely unnecessary, 
but which I hesitated to strike out when the Bill was presented to me. Now, section 
289 gives the Board power to make regulations in regard to a variety of matters. I 
appreciate Mr. Best’s point of view that when a thing is provided for expressly in 
the Act the brotherhood may think that gives some special sanction to it. It seems 
to me undesirable to encumber the Act with a great many provisions which might 
be left to regulation by the Board, because the Board can deal with these things from 
time to time, as occasion arises and as necessity requires, whereas if you fix these 
things to which allusion has been made, definitely in the Act, there is going to be 
trouble in dealing with special cases when they come up. 


Mr. Pettier: Do you think the Board already has authority to deal with them? 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I do not think there is the slightest doubt about it if the 


English language means anything. Take paragraph (L) of section 289. The Board 
may make orders and regulations: 


“Generally providing for the protection of property, and the protection, 
safety, accommodation and comfort of the public, and of the employees-of the 
company, in the running and operating of trains, or the use of engines, by 
the company or on or in connection with the railway.” 


That seems to me to be broad enough to cover anything. 


Mr. Lawrence: I think it does cover it. As you say, there are many things in 
the Act which ought not to be there. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If the matter upon which you desire protection is already 
covered it would be bad draftsmanship to leave some of these sections in the Act 
when they are already covered by more comprehensive clauses. 
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Mr. Lawrence: I think the matter is already covered and no person will dispute 
it. Such being the case, why not strike out section 305 entirely. 

Mr. Pertier: Do not be too hasty. The section is there and if it does not hurt 
anybody why not allow it to remain. The things complained of do occur on branch 
lines. Sometimes a railway company will have recourse to certain things to save a 
few dollars. My own personal opinion is that the organizations are strong enough 
to see that railway companies do not attempt to impose upon them too much. Person- 
ally, I do not like to ask for legislation to control a condition that we can ourselves 
control. Suppose you strike out the whole section, what would happen? In the event 
of the splitting up of a passenger train the front end is usually run by a freight crew 
who take their caboose on to the rear end as they will be required at the next divisional 
point to. return with a freight train. Now, that is done for the convenience both of 
the employees and of the company, and I would not want to see any amendment 
adopted which would prevent any such arrangement as that. I would much prefer 
that the section be left as it is. We have authority to go before the Railway Com- 
mission and that body is a good deal like the board of officers of a railway: the operat- 
ing employees can at any time go before them and protest against any conditions 
which endanger the public safety or the safety of the employees. 

Mr. Best: Under the circumstances I will withdraw my proposition to amend 
the section and allow it to remain as it is. 

Paragraph (L) agreed to. 


I have another suggestion in the memoranda. It is to be found on page 71 of 
proceedings of the Committee :— 


“With a view to adequate and efficient protection of all locomotives and 
their appurtenances on railways to which the Railway Act applies, we desire to 
suggest that a new section be inserted immediately following the above sug- 
gested section 302-a, as section 302-b, under the following sub-heading, ‘ Divi- 
sion of locomotive inspection.’ See Exhibit A.” 


That is contained in the proceedings on page 71, 7th line. This memorandum is 
very lengthy. We have prepared it and practically asked for the United States law 
which takes in all of the inspection of locomotive tenders and their appurtenances. 

Hon. Mr. GranamM: That is the interstate commerce law. 


Mr. Best: Yes. The original law passed in 1910 and 1911 only contemplated the 
inspection of locomotive boilers and their appurtenances. Subsequent legislation has 
been passed in the United States which takes in the tender, locomotive and all the 
appurtenances and places under the chief inspectors who are appointed under this 
locomotive inspection, the general supervision of the inspection of every locomotive, 
and when an inspector finds a locomotive in any condition which is unsafe to run, 
and not in conformity with certain regulations made under provisions of this Act, 
he has authority to stop that locomotive from going out on the train. The railway 
companies have the right to appeal to the chief inspector and then to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, and it may be that the decision of the district inspector may 
be reversed by the chief inspector or by the Interstate Commerce Commission, but 
until it is reversed the decision of the district inspector, under whose supervision the 
locomotives are in a certain given district will stand, until the appeal has been either 
affirmed or dismissed. It would take a long time to read this, and I do not think we 
can discuss it intelligently without taking it clause by clause and pointing out the 
reasons why we believe there should be a division of locomotive inspections established 
as a branch of the Board of Railway Commissioners for Canada. 

The CHAIRMAN: You are anxious to have that on the record in order that it may 
be before the committee. 
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Mr. Best: It is in the proceedings. It is contained in Exhibit A which is already 
printed. We have not time to go into it fully, but I want the committee to realize 
the importance of it. The Board has made similar regulations which conform very 
closely to those of the Interstate Commerce Commission with regard to the inspection 
of locomotive boilers. 

The CuHaiRMAN: This section is allowed to stand, so that you will have an oppor- 
tunity to speak to it. 

Hon. Mr. GranAm: It would help in our consideration of that if the Board of 
Railway Commissioners would let us have a copy of their regulations to see how far 
they have gone in this respect. Mr. Rest says they have made regulations. 

Mr. Best: I have a copy of them here. 


Section allowed to stand. 


On section 311—Trains or cars moving reversely. 


Mr. Best: We propose to move to amend this section by striking out of the fifth 
and sixth lines the words, “ For of the tender, if that is in front.’ We submit no 
good purpose can be served by stationing a person on the back of the tender, as 
provided for in this section, when engine is moving reversely over highway crossing 
at rail level, for the reason that on the modern locomotive it is no greater distance 
from the cab of the locomotive to the rear of the tender than from the cab of the loco- 
motive to the front of the engine. The engineer and fireman in the cab ff! the 
locomotive can just as readily maintain a timely supervision over the condition of the 
track with the engine working reversely so as to see that no persons or employees 
are liable to be struck or injured by the train. 

Hon. Mr. Granwam: You might be using some old fashioned engines in some places 
where that would not be the case. 

Mr. Best: We have discussed this very fully with the Chief Commissioner, and 
he has, I think concurred in the suggestion that we made that this served no good 
purpose. One of the reasons why we took it up first, perhaps, was that the railway 
companies did construe the clause to mean that they might take one of the men out 
of the locomotive, as the man who should be stationed on. the back ot the tender, 
and it did cause considerable annoyance until it was finally adjusted and they pro- 
vided a tender rider, to ride the back tender, for instance, from Bonaventure station, 
going from Turcot down to the station on the I.C.R., and at London and another 
place. We think these clauses should be struck out, and the similar words in section 
372, and the words where the penalty is provided should be struck out as well. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You had a hearing before the committee of the Council, 
consisting of the Minister of Justice and Minister of Labour? 

Mr. Best: Yes. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: What was the opinion they expressed on the question, 
do you recollect? 

Mr. Lawrence: The Minister of Justice was rather opposed to having it struck 
out, and as we have not had any definite opinion upon it, we might let it stand till 
the end of the week. I would not press the committee for any decision at this time. 
I think it is only fair to let it stand till the Minister of Railways comes back. 

Mr. Jonnston: I do not see why there should be any objection to the language 
as it stands. It imposes a further obligation on the railway company. 

Mr. Lawrence: And it imposes an obligation on the employee. The rules require 
a yardman to be on the tender when it runs in the yard tender first, but we think in 
running along the road on the main line, apart from the station, it can serve no good 


188 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY AOT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


purpose to have the man stationed there, that the man on the engine can do just as 
well without him. 

Mr. Curyster: This is only in a town or village? 

Mr. Lawrence: When they run through the country and come into a village, the 
man must be on the tender, and if the companies lived up to it, it would require an 
extra man there. We do not object to that. Sometimes the fireman goes up there 
and leaves the engineer alone in the cab. We think that is more dangerous than if 
there ig no person on the tender. JI have known of a case where a man went up on 
the tender and when the stopping place was reached that man was so benumbed with 
cold that he was unable to help himself and had to be lifted down. Now, a man in 
that physical condition is of no earthly use for protection purposes. Take a fireman 
on a locomotive. He may be dripping with perspiration, and if he has to climb up 
hurriedly on to the tender in the cold he is subjected to very severe exposure. 

Mr. Petter: We might as well require that a man should be on the cow- 
catcher as on the rear end of the tender of a modern locomotive. Where the engineer 
sits he can see all right. : 

Mr. Harrr: I agree with you that he can see all right but he is not in a position 
fo give his warning as well as the man on the tender. 

Mr. Perrier: He can sound his whistle and it can be heard far better than the 
shouts made by a man sitting on the tender if the wind carries in the opposite direc- 
tion. 


Sections 310 and 311 allowed to stand until the Minister of ‘Railways returns to 
the city. 


Section 312 considered and adopted. 


Committee adjourned until to-morrow. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Housr Or Commons, 
TuHurspay, May 10, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 a.m. 


The CuairmMAN: I understand to-day has been set apart for the lumbermen and 
the Board of Trade of Toronto. Mr. McMaster, K.C. and Mr. T. Marshall represent 
the Board of Trade of Toronto. Mr. McMaster is desirous of placing on record some 
arguments in regard to several clauses of the Bill. Is it the wish of the Committee that 
he be heard? 

Mr. A. C. McMaster, K.C.: We have some questions to raise as to sections which 
the Committee have already dealt with and also to some that perhaps you have not yet 
reached, and I thought I would take up first of all the ones that were more important 
to us than others. The first section, dealing briefly with it in the manner I would like 
to speak, is section 313. That section provides that the company shall, according to 
its powers, furnish at the place of starting, and so on, accommodation for various 
things, such as receiving and loading traffic, and so forth. The Board of Trade feel that 
there are now certain services that they get and certain privileges and conditions that 
they have that are not covered by any of these things that perhaps strictly are not 
trafic. But things such as milling in transit, the right to mill in transit, the right to 
stop off to pick up loads, the right to certain things of that sort, and they would like 
to have a clause added to section 313 as subsection (e), to read something like this :— 


Furnish such other service incidental to transportation or to the business 
of a carrier, or as may be customary or usual in connection with the business of 
a carrier, as the Board may from time to time order, and shall maintain and 
continue all such services as are now established, unless discontinued by order 
of the Board. 

So that, even if these things may not be technically traffic, or may not be techni- 
cally described in the Act, if they have been customary or usual in connection with 
traffic up to this time, we do not want them taken away, unless the Board authorizes 
it and we would like to have a clause inserted in the form J have read. 

Mr. MacponetLt: Do you enjoy those privileges now? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: This clause is aimed entirely at things we enjoy now, such 
as the right to mill in transit, and cattle men’s right to put a car off to complete load, 
and a whole lot of things like that, with which the Board of Trade representative is 
of course, more familiar than I am, but he tells me this is an instance of what we 
want to secure. 

Mr. Maciean: Have those rights ever been called in question? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: No. I do not think they have. 

Mr. Mactean: But you would sooner have them set ont? 

Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: We would sooner be certain that we have them. 

Mr. Srnctam: Are they not covered by the present provisions? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Well these are incidental. We do not think there is 
anything in that section at present that would cover the right to mill in transit. 

Mr. Macponeti: It is all subject to the order of the Board. 
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Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: It is all subject to the order of the Board, and if we have 
that right now, and if it is customary to do that now, we do not want the right taken 
away without an order of the Board. We do not think that proposition is at all 
unfair. ; 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The only point is that it may be surplusage, because section 
289, which relates to orders and regulations of the Board for operation and equipment, 
provides that the Board may make orders generally for the protection, accommodation, 
comfort and safety of the public and the employees of the road in running and oper- 
ating trains, That is almost broad enough to cover it. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: It may be, but still there have been points in connection 
with this that might come up that might not necessarily be protection, and might not 
be comfort. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Or accommodation—I should think that would be broad 
enough. 

The Cyamman: Paragraph “L” of section 289 provides that the Board may 
iaake orders and regulations, generally providing for the protection of property, and 
the protection, safety, accommodation and comfort of the public, and of the employees 
of the company, in the running and operating of trains, or the use of engines, by the 
company or on or in connection with the railway. 

Mr. Carvett: I doubt that that paragraph covers the point. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I am afraid it does not. The operating of trains and 
the speed thereof, accommodation and comfort of the public, and so on, would hardly 
seem to cover some of these things that the Board have in mind. You will notice 
that in this section we provide that anything that is customary and usual shall not be 
taken away without an order of the Board. So that goes further than the paragraph 
in the bill. It preserves what rights we have now without our having to go to the 
Board to get an order. On the other hand, if the railway company wants to discon- 
tinue something that it is doing for us now, it will have to go to the Board to get 
an order. We want this provision added as a subsection. 


Mr. Macrean: Do you mean with regard to milling and transit? 


Mr. McMaster, K.C. We do not want to describe all the things that should be 
done. We purpose that the company shall furnish “such other service incidental to 
transportation or the business of a carrier, or as may be customary or usual in con- 
nection with the business of a carrier, as the Board may from time to time order, 
and shall maintain and continue all such services as are now established unless dis- 
continued by order ‘of the Board.” 


Mr. Mactean: There is no objection to the addition of that section. It is 
still optional with the Board to exercise the power. If a client of the railway com- 
pany says he wants something of that kind and can make his request appear reason- 
able to the Board, he will get the necessary permission. It only means that he should 
get something that he finds is necessary for his business. 

The Cuamman: Is that the only amendment you have to suggest? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Yes, to that section. 


Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: I would be glad if the Committee would be kind enough 
to allow that section to stand in the same way as a number of others. The para- 
graph proposed to be added is a new one and the railway companies know nothing about 
it. I am not prepared to criticize it at the moment and I think the provision should 
be taken up at a later date after I have had time to communicate with the com- 
panies concerned. The first part of the proposition does not seem objectionable to 
me but of course I am listening to it for the first time. The proposition to continue 
what is customary and usual is opening a very wide door to controversy, and at 
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present I do not know what may grow out of it. Mr. McMaster says that there is 
no trouble or dispute at present about it. I think these things can all be looked upon 
as conditions of carriage which have all been settled by the Board in the past. I do not 
think there is any necessity for adding to those conditions to-day but in the meantime 
I ask that the proposed subsections be allowed to stand. 
Mr. Nessitt: IJ think that subsection 8 of section 313, covers all such matters. 
Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: That subsection contains a very wide provision. 


Mr. Nessirr: It says that the Board may make regulations applying generally 
cr to any particular railway or any portion thereof. You could not make it much 
wider in its application. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: The subsection to which you refer relates to a different 
matter altogether. 

The CuarrMAn: Is it the wish of the Committee that the section remain over? 


Mr. Macponett: It only confirms what railways are giving the public now. 
My own opinion is that it should stand. 

The CuamMan: Anything further Mr. McMaster? 

Mr. McMaster: Clause 316. The Board of Trade do not see why there should be 
any pooling arrangement in this country. They wish me to point out to the Com- 
mittee that the Interstate Commerce Commission has no power to allow any pooling 
arrangement, and they do not see any reason why our own Board should have power 
to allow it. We have looked carefully over the legislation in connection with the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, and we find that pooling arrangements are entirely 
prohibited. They have been generally looked upon as objectionable, so objectionable 
that they cannot be entered into. 

Mr. Nessirr: In this case the pooling arrangement is with regard to the division 
of rates (reads) : 


“No railway company shall, without leave therefor having been obtained 
from the Board, except in accordance with the provisions of this Act, directly 
or indirectly, pool its freights or tolls with the freights or tolls of any other 
railway company or common carrier, or divide its earnings, or any portion 
thereof with any other railway company or common carrier, or enter into any 
contract, arrangement, agreement, or combination to effect, or which may 
effect, any such result.” 


Mr. McMaster: Under the Interstate Commerce legislation, each railway takes 
-the part of the rate that it earns and the pooling arrangement which might be made 
under this clause, and to which we object, would be if one railway company earns in 
connection with the carriage of certain goods, $30 and the other company earned $100 
and they had an agreement by which each should take half and half irrespective of 
how much each earned. 


Mr. Nessitt: I do not care how they pool the rates, as long as they give the 
public the correct rate. 


Mr. McMaster: I do not think any order has ever been made under this section. 
Mr. Carveti: Pooling has gone on between the railways to some extent. 
Mr. McMaster: If that be so, the thing has been done without leave. 


The CuatrMAN: Do you know whether any application has been made under this 
clause for leave to pool tolls? 


Mr. McMaster: I do not know of any case where leave has been applied for. 
The Cuairman: You do not know of any case where the public has suffered? 
Mr. McMaster: I am not instructed as to any particular instance at all. 
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Mr. Macrran: Is there anybody from the Board who can tell us whether the 
powers given in this clause have been exercised formerly ? 

Mr. Jounston: This is a prohibitory clause. 

Mr. Macrran: But has leave been granted at any time under this clause? 

Mr. Carvett: What Mr. McMaster wants is that the Board shall not be given 
the power to allow pooling. . 

Mr. Maciran: But have there been many cases in which this power of the Board 
has been exercised 2 : 

Mr. Buair: No order has ever been made under that section. 

Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: I do not understand that this section has the meaning that 
Mr. McMaster attaches to it. I do not think that “pooling” in the sense of dividing 
rates otherwise than in the proportion shown by the tariffs can be made, but I think 
this refers to the case of two lines paralleling one another, and where it may be found 
oceasionally necessary by reasons of congestion, or the road being blocked that some 
of the traffic is sent around by another road. JI think that would be pooling; that is 
to say, you divide certain traffic, it may be some urgent traffic, without regard to the 
quantity of it, that goes over the road, if it is billed through, and for a certain part 
of its journey it goes over one or the other road indifferently. I do not know whether 
the provision has ever been taken advantage of, but I see no object in taking it out. 


Mr. Nessrrr: That is not what I understand by “ pooling” at all or as understood 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission. It is defined by them as a syndicate who 
pool their rates, or who pool their business; that is to say, they all do a certain amount 
of business and the railways are all supposed to be in the same category no matter 
which road carries it. The railways have a share of the traffic in joint traffic rates. 
That is not what section 316 means. What I refer to is pooling of the traffic no matter 
whether particular roads carry the goods or not. 

Mr. Carveru: And with no division of their rates according to mileage. 

Mr. Nessirr: No. 

Mr. Crryster, K.C.: That is the way I understand it. In its application to 
Canada it would only apply to a smull section of the roads. 

Mr. Nessirr: They could all pool their rates if they wanted to; but, as a matter 
of practice, they do not do it. 


Mr. Carvett: Under the law as it stands now, they could not do it without the 
consent of the Board. 

Mr. Nessitr: Then why strike the section out? 

Mr. Macponett: I do not think Mr. McMaster’s idea is to strike it out. It is 
to make it stronger. 

MM. JOHNSTON, K.C.: We could strike out the words “without leave’ therefor 
having been obtained from the Board,” as Mr. Carvell suggests. That would make it 
very clear that pooling was to be prohibited. 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I want to make it the same as the American. 


Mr. CARVELL: When the Railway Board was established, it was to control the 
operation of Railways in Canada. I think the Board has done great work, and I 
feel like increasing their powers rather than diminishing them. If there were any 


abuse of the rights given by this section, the Board is there to protect the people, - 


and I have enough faith in the Board to believe that they would protect the public. 


Mr. NessirT: Mr. McMaster no doubt has a written memo. of the desires of 
his organization which he could leave with us. When we reach that clause we will 
consider his views. 


4 
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Mr. McMaster: I will leave a memoranda. I may recast it after hearing the 
discussion this morning. 


Section allowed to stand. 


Mr. McMasrer: Then there are clauses 309 and 420 taken together, relating to 
precautions at highways. The Board of Trade think that it is objectionable that 
a municipality should be able to do away with precautions, and that the railways 
should then be discharged from any liability apparently by reason of any accident 
which occurs due to lack of having taken such precautions. For instance, it appears 
that a municipality can do away with the necessity of railway engines sounding a 
bell or a whistle, and subsection 2 of section 309 absolves the railway company from 
responsibility. Some person ought to be responsible unless there is some other pro- 
tection to be afforded to the public in place of that taken away. If at those crossings 
along the waterfront at Toronto, the municipality were to take away the necessity 
of ringing the bell as the engines shunt around there, it would be a serious matter if 
no person was responsible. 


Mr. Nessitr: Who ought to be responsible? 
Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Whoever takes away the protections ought to be compelled 


to substitute something as good, or put some other protection there. Subsection 2 
reads: 


2. Where a municipal by-law of a city or town prohibits such sounding 
of the whistle or such ringing of the bell in respect of any such crossing or 
crossings within the limits of such city or town, such by-law shall, to the 
extent of such prohibition, relieve the company and its employees from the 
duty imposed by this section. 


Now, that should not be possible, the Board thinks unless some other protection is 
going to be given. 
Mr. Macponeti: The latter part of this section is amended. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It might be possible to meet Mr. McMaster’s views, and 
also be in accord with Mr. Carvell’s suggestion that the Board should haye more 
power, by providing that a municipal by-law when approved by the Board shall 
relieve the company. 


Mr. Carvett: We can only legislate for the railroads, not for the municipalities. 
Hon. Mr. Granam: As a matter of practice, have any accidents ever occurred ? 
Mr. McMaster: This is a new provision. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There have been some accidents in Toronto. 

Mr. Macnonetut: What is the reason for this provision ? 

Hon. Mr. GranaM: As a matter of practice what is the reason? 


Mr.- Buatn: Are there any cases where the municipalities have passed such a by- 
law. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No. It is really only a re-casting of section 274, which 
reads as follows :— 


When any train is approaching a highway crossing at rail level the engine 
whistles shall be sounded at 80 rods before reaching such crossing, and the bell 
shall be rung continuously from the time of the sounding of the whistle until 
the engine has safely crossed such highway. 
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This section shall not apply to trains approaching such crossing within the 
limits of cities or towns where municipal by-laws are in force prohibiting such 
sounding of the whistle and ringing of the bell. 


So that it is substantially the same. _ 

Mr. Mactean: All the citizens of Rosedale were at the last meeting of the 
Railway Board in Toronto with a complaint as to the sounding of whistles, the 
ringing of bells and as to the smoke nuisance. It shows how important this clause is 
and how far reaching, and it has to be carefully guarded. I would like to see the 
municipality put in the position that it cannot free itself from responsibility unless it 
has first brought the matter before the Board and obtained the Board’s approval. 

Mr. Nessirr: The Board could not stop the municipality from passing any by-law 
it liked. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It could relieve the railroad conditionally on the Board’s 
approval of the action of the municipality. 

Mr. Buain: I think the trouble is that these bells get out of order. As I under- 
stand it I think the railway companies find it very difficult to keep them in order. 

Mr. Nespirt: You are referring to the bell on the side of the track, the auto- 
matic bell. This refers to the bell on the engine. 

Mr. Lawrence: This is a very important section to the men whom I represent 
and the question was asked whether any municipality did pass such a by-law. I may 
say that such a by-law is in force in Ottawa between the hours of 11 p.m. and 7 am., 
and the rules of the company require an engineer to blow a whistle. The whistle 
shall be sounded and the bell rung moving about the yard and going over crossings. 
The municipality of Ottawa passed that by-law, and because the engineer saw that 
the bell was rung in these places between these hours he was brought to the police 
court and warned. 

Mr. Nessirr: That is adding insult to injury. 

Mr. Lawrence: That is a short time ago. Then a second offence was committed 
and another man was brought up and fined. That is unfair. We are up against two 
propositions. We are blamed if we do a certain thing and we are condemned if we 
don’t. This particular matter I think interests the city of Toronto. J remember a 
ease where the city of Toronto made application to the Board for an order of that 
kind. The case was put on for a hearing in Toronto. I appeared at that hearing on 
behalf— 

Mr. MAciean: You mean the meeting about three weeks ago. 


Mr. Lawrence: No, in 1914. I think it was the 11th November. I attended 
that meeting on behalf of the employees, and I explained the situation about the rules. 
The operating rules of the railway that the employees are working under have been 
approved by the Board of Railway Commissioners. They have passed an order 
approving of them, and the Railway Commission say that they have the same force 
and effect as a law passed by the Dominion Government or an order passed: by the 
Board. The rules say he must do these things. The city of Toronto comes along and 
wants the Board to pass an order prohibiting it. I would oppose it, of course, unless 
the municipality would be responsible for any accident if the whistle was not blown or 
the bell rung. The application was not granted. The city of Toronto then passed a 
by-law doing as the Board ordered them to do, made further application to the Board 
and they passed an order. 

Mr. Carvett: That is relieving the employees— 


Mr. Lawrence: Relieving the employees of the company. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Does that not suit you? <a 


Mr. Lawrence: Yes. Why should the employees be fined for doing a thing they 
are required to do by one corporation, and the municipality come along and pass a 
by-law saying they must not do it. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: And the Board approves of both. 

Mr. Lawrence: In the case of the city of Toronto, the Chief Commissioner 
asked me the question, if the city of Toronto passed the by-law and that by-law was 
satisfactory, and the Board passed an order, would I be satisfied? I said yes. We 
are relieved of that responsibility, and the order provides a fine of $10 if that by-law 
is violated. If the city of Toronto wants to pass a by-law or wants the Board to pass 
an order that the trains shall go over these crossings my learned friend mentions 
along lake front without ringing the bell or blowing the whistle, the city should be 
responsible, and the onus should not be put upon the employees. I do not care about 
the railway companies. Mr. Chrysler can look after them. They are capable of taking 
care of themselves. : 


Mr. McMaster: There is one matter which perhaps I have not made clear. 
The trouble is that the unfortunate member of the country, the citizen who happens 
to get killed or maimed may be deprived of his rights, because there is no duty on 
the railway, if this by-law is passed and the legislation goes through, there is no 
duty on anybody to see that the bell is rung, and therefore there has been no breach 
of duty in running the engine through without ringing the bell, and the citizen who 
is run over may not be able to get any finding from a jury that there was negligence 
on anybody’s part or breach of legal duty, and he may be killed, maimed or hurt 
without having any recourse. 

Mr. Carvett: Is it not a fact that the municipalities are looking after the 
welfare of these citizens? 

Mr. Mactran: They want different things. 

Mr. Nessitt: You would not suggest, if the municipality passed a by-law pro- 
1 ibiting the ringing of a bell; that the railways should be fined for not ringing the bell. 

Mr. McMaster: No, I would only suggest to the Committee that this should 
be allowed if the Railway Board have approved of the by-law, because the Railway 
Poard may say “We will approve of that by-law if you put a flag man there or put 
a gate there. We do not care whether the residents of these fine houses like whistling 
or not, there is a crowd of people pass here, and we won’t approve of the by-law. 

Mr. Macponett: There should be protection. 

Mr. McMaster: Certainly there should be proper protection. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have been thinking while the rest have been talking. I 
think the solution of this is plain, and Mr. McMaster’s objection seems to me to have 
a good deal of weight. There should not be a conflict in a matter of this kind between 
a municipal by-law and the obligations of the railway company or of its employees. 
The law as it stands in subsection 1 should be obeyed unless first the municipal 
by-law is passed saying that subject to the permission of the Board there should be 
no whistles sounded or bells rung at certain points and that the Board should not 
merely approve of the by-law, because that is not the proper thing but should make 
an order in accordance with such by-law. ‘The Board would not do that unless the 
crossings were protected. 

Mr. Macponeuti: JI do not think that is sufficient. 


Mr. Nessirt: Let me ask Mr. Chrysler would not the municipality passing 
the by-law over-ride any order of the Board? 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: It should not. It should not have the power to interfere 
with this law unless that is sanctioned by the Board? 
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Mr. Nesuirr: I quite agree but would they have the power legally to over-ride 
wuy order of the Board? 

Mr. Macuran: I think these police court fines, although I am not a lawyer, 
aie unconstitutional. 

Mr. Nespirt: You are great on the unconstitutional question. 

Mr. Carvert: I am afraid Mr. Maclean has residents who object to the ringing 
of bells. 

Mr. Macrean: I only want whatever is right. We are delegating certain 
authority not to the municipal councils but the Board of Railway Commissioners, 
and nothing should be done in that delegated authority to do away with the rights of 
the public. Here we are putting the rights of the public in charge of a municipal 
eouncil which we never intended to do in my opinion. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: As a matter of fact, are there a great number of people that 
are hurt by the ringing of bells? 

Mr. Mactran: All Rosedale is in a rebellion against it. 

Hon. Mr. Grawam: That may be. Unfortunately, a lot of people are in rebellion 
against things which they should not rebel against. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: If it is a question of blowing whistles on the Esplanade, 
Toronto, it may be an intolerable nuisance to a great many people in the lower part 
of the city, but there is no reason why it should be stopped if the crossings are to be 
protected, but what is proposed is to apply this to a line of railway a mile and a half 
long which will be up in the air and have no crossings when it is completed. Similarly 
you may have crossings protected by the sounding of whistles and ringing of bells 
which may be abolished with perfect safety, but that is what the Board should con- 
sider. 


Mr. Mactean: It should be considered by-the Board and not by the municipal 
council. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: Above all other things the safety of the public must be con- 
sidered, and if it is necessary to blow whistles and ring bells to protect the public I 
say by all means do so. At the same time parliament must retain control over all 
these matters and over the Board, whatever the municipalities may do. 


Mr. Carveti: As provided, the whole power is vested in a municipal council. It 
would seem that if the by-law of the municipal council is approved by the Board of 
Railway Commissioners then there is no further responsibility on the railway company 
or its employees. I would like to have the opinion of Mr. Chrysler as to that. This 
does not give the law making into the hands of the municipal council, but into the 
hands of the Board of Railway Commissioners. 


Mr. Macrean: Mr. Johnston has suggested a change in the phraseology, which will 
provide a cure to what seems objectionable. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Mr. Chrysler does not accept my suggestion, which is that 
after the word “by-law” in the second line on page 19 be added the words “such 
by-law if and when approved by the Board shall to the extent of such provision,” ete. 
Mr. Chrysler thinks the Board should make a confirmative order. 

Mr. Carvetu: I agree with that, too. 


Mr. Jouyston, K.C.: There is no difficulty about making a proper phrase if it is 
the wish of the Committee. 


Mr. Macponetu: The only point I want to make is along the line of Mr. Graham’s. 
remark as I understand it. Here we are taking away safeguards that we have had 
from time immemorial in the very places where they are needed, namely, thickly 
populated districts, and it does seem to me that if we absolve the railway from blowing 
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whistles, and taking all these precautions that are here set forth, there ought to be some 
adequate provision substituted for that, without leaving it “as in the opinion of the 
Board may be necessary.” I think we ought to emphasize in our legislation that there 
should be some adequate provision in the matter of protection, for the protection that 
exists now, without leaving it to the Board to regulate what that shall be. I doubt 
very much if we should leave it to the Board to say whether protection should be given 
or not. We should specify in this Bill that there should be some substituted protection 
for the public. 


Mr. Carvett: Who would know as much about the matter as the Board of 
Railway Commissioners? 

Mr. MactEan: That is what they are there for. 

Mr. Carvett: There is not a city or town in Canada that has not had regula- 
tions provided for it by the Board. In my own little town in New Brunswick the 
Foard has made certain regulations that are working out perfectly satisfactorily. 

Mr. Mactran: I am satisfied to give power to the Board but not to the muni- 
cipal council. I think Mr. Johnston has drafted an amendment which will afford 
the necessary cure. 

The Cuamman: Then it is understood by the Committee that Mr. Johnston 
will prepare an amendment to section 420 and submit it to the Committee at an 
early date . 

Mr. Nespirt: Also to section 309. 

The Caiman: Have you anything further to submit, Mr. McMaster, because 
T understand there are a number of other gentlemen who wish to make represent- 
ations to the Committee? 

Mr. McMaster: There are a few other clauses which I desire to see amended. 
As to section 194, we desire to take out the word “new” in one of the paragraphs. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: The section is one which has already been passed, but 
Mr. McMaster desires to return to it in order to omit the word “new”. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I have reference to subsection 4 of section 194. We do 
not see why the subsection should be limited to “new” railways. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Those are sections to enable the Board to prevent 
duplication of railways. 

The CuairmMAN: Is it the wish of the Committee that the word “new” in sub- 
section 4 be struck out? 

Mr. Macponett: Wait’a minute; let us see what it means. 

Hon. Mr. Grauam: This would give the Board power to take up any line 
now in existence where there was a duplication. Would that not be running ahead 
cf the legislation that the Government may have in their mind as a solution of the 
railway difficulty ? 

Mr. “McMaster, K.C.: We thought that as some of the old railways were dup- 
licating lines—that might just as well happen to an old railway as to a new one—that the 
word “new” should be struck out. We thought there were not likely to be any new 
railways in the near future and the clause is not of much service at present unless 
you make it apply to all railways. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: If you will go through the west you will revise your idea 
as to whether new railways are wanted or not. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Under the proposal you could take up one of the railroads, 
or two of them between Whitby and Deseronto, and destroy the value of the securities 
ecnnected therewith. 
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Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I do not think you could do that because the language 
of the section is, “ where the proposed location.” 

Hon. Mr. Granam: This would place initiation of the policy itself in the hands 
of the Board rather than the carrying out of the policy. 

Mr. Nessirr: We should not take the policy out of the hands of the Government. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The Board of Railway Commissioners have no more right to 
create a policy than a judge has to create a statute. The judge is there to interpret a 
statute passed by Parliament, and the Board are there to interpret a policy upon which 
Parliament has resolved. 

Mr. Stncnair: Does the language of the bill mean that a great railway like the 
Grand Trunk could construct a new railway duplicating its present line? 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Yes, but the Board now has power to stop that. ’ 


Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: I think not. Might I make myself understood a little 
more clearly. I do not mean that an old railway as it now lies could be taken up. 
What I have reference to was when one of the old railroads proposed a duplication, the 
law against it ought to apply equally as well as if it were a newly incorporated railway. 
This does not say, “a new piece of railway”, but it says “any new railway”. That is 
just the obscure point about it. Then in subsection 5, you have the same language 
again; that the Board may in the case of two or more new railways give orders for 
the joint use of tracks. ; : 

Hon. Mr. GranAm: I do not know the effect of the language legally, but it does 
not strike me as it strikes Mr. McMaster. It strikes me that a new railway is a new 
railway no matter how or where projected; it is not a new “railway company” but it 
is a “new railway”. If the Grand Trunk were to extend their line, that extension 
would be a new railway. ; 

Mr, Jounston, K.C.: If you see the definition of the word “railway”, you will see 
it is all right (reads): 


“ Railway” means any railway which the company has authority to con- 

P struct or operate, and includes all branches, extensions, sidings, stations, depots, 

wharfs, rolling stock, equipment, stores, property real or personal and works 

connected therewith and also any railway bridge, tunnel or other structure 
which the company is authorized to construct.” : : 


Mr. Macponeti: What is the object of putting in the word “ new,” it will take a 
hundred juries to settle that question. 


Hon. Mr. Grauam: The interpretation clause should confine the Board to a 
decision as between new lines, and not with regard to lines already laid. 


Mr. Macponett: There is no definition in the interpretation clause as to what is 
a new railway. 


Hon. Mr. Granam : It will be one that has not existed before. 
Mr. Carvett: Any new branch, or any new line, anything at all that is new. 
Mr, Sincuam: It cannot apply to an old railway. 


Mr. Macnonett: I think it will lead to great confusion if the word “new” is left 
in there, it is not needed at all. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: This is a new provision, it gives certain powers with regard _ 


to new railways that we have not with regard to old railways. 


Mr. Mactan: If you take out the word “new”, you would be giving power to 


the Board to consolidate and co-ordinate every railway in the Dominion of Canada, 
would not that be the effect of the clause? 


Mr. Carvett: No, because the word “proposed” is there. 


i sy 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not think Mr. McMaster is going to press that very 
hard. 


Subsection allowed to stand. 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I will not take up section 262 and all the sections in connec- 
tion with the taking of land. We have had certain difficulty in Toronto in connec- 
tion with the fyling of plans and surveys, and the tying up of land indefinitely, and 
we want some provision introduced to prevent this tying up of land indefinitely as 
has been done in the case of the new Union Station in that city after the fire. That 
property has been tied up for six or seven years and we want a provision that when 
the plans and books of profile are registered against a man’s land some limit or 
definite period of time should be fixed within which the railway company must either 
take over the land or decide not to take it. That limit should be a reasonable time. 

Mr. Mactean: What time do you suggest ? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I have not presumed to suggest to the Committee any 
definite time. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Clause 229 provides for preventing delay. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Clause 222 is not satisfactory, I do not know about 229, 
but clause 222 provides that if the property was not taken within one year—subsection 
2 of 222 says:— 


The date of the deposit of the plan, profile and book of reference with the 
registrar of deeds shall be the date with reference to which such compensation 
or damages shall be ascertained: Provided, however, that if the company does 
not actually acquire title to the lands within one year from the date of such 
deposit then the date of such acquisition shall be the date with reference to 
which such compensation or damages shall be ascertained. 


That seems to indicate that it is quite possible for a road to tie up a man’s 
property for much more than a year. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: We have another clause there on the same subject. 

Mr. Macponett: But there is nothing definite and it might be that the value of 
the land has depreciated during the time which has elapsed between the deposit of the 
plan and the time that the company says to the man that they do not require his land 


the clause says: “Provided however that if the company does not actually acquire 


title to the lands within one year from the date of such deposit, then the date of such 
acquisition shall be the date with reference to which such compensation or damages 
shall be ascertained.” That date might be two or three years after the plans were 
fyled. 
Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: That clause is subject to discussion, Mr. McMaster. 
Hon. Mr. Granam: There are two points involved in that section. One is that 
the land may depreciate in the interim, and the other is that it may appreciate. 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: The mere fact that the railroad was going to take the 


land might cause it to depreciate in value. 


Hon. Mr. GraHaM: But the owner of the land would get the higher price at which 
it stood when the notice was given in any event. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: But would it not be proper to say that the railway must 
take it within a certain period and that would make them consider the matter well 
before they “stick” a plan on a man’s property and possibly depreciate it in value, 
let them decide whether they want it first, and then whenever they do put that plan 
upon the property, might I suggest that they should be bound to take it, and not be in 
the position that they may afterward come in and say that they do not want it. 
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Mr. McLean: How would one year do? 
Mr. McMaster: I think that would not be unfair, something like that. 


The Cnarman: I might call attention to the fact that this morning was set 
apart for the lumbermen, and if their representatives are here, we will have to hear 
them. Are there many other clauses which you desire to deal with, Mr. McMaster? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: There is just one other clause I would like to speak on 
to-day, and perhaps I may be able to make my representations on the other clauses, to 
which I desire to refer, shorter if I have an opportunity of putting my remarks in 
writing although I may have to ask leave to speak on one or two clauses to-morrow 
if I have to appear before the Committee again. 


Now as to section 358—the Board is very strongly opposed to that clause which 
brings the water-borne traffic under the Railway Commission. They want free com- 
petition. We ask that water competition should be as free and untrammelled as it 
is now and we do not think that the same regulations that apply to the railways should 
apply to the steamship companies, and still less so should they be made applicable to 
the tramp steamships. 


The CHairMan: You think that they should not come under any regulations 
whatever. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Yes, they should not come under these regulations. We 
contend that they should be left perfectly free to do what they like in regard to rates 
and to go where they like. 

‘Mr. Nespirt: Your idea is that they should be free to make as cheap rates as 
they like. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: What we ask is that shippers should be able, if they desire 
to do so, to engage a tramp steamer which can go all over the world, wherever it likes 
carrying goods at whatever rates it pleases, without any regulation by the Railway 
Commissioners. 

The CuairMAn: What effect would this provision have on a tramp steamer? 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: They have put all steamship traffic under the Board. We 
do not want a tariff on the inland waters. 

Mr. MacLean: Supposing a railroad company goes into the steamship business? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: That is different. JI am leaving that part in. I only 
object to the last part of the section. Any traffic carried by water by a railroad com- 
pany which owns steamship lines, we want put under the Act, because that has been 
the situation before. It is the latter part of the section we object to. 


The CuamMan: What reasons have you for wanting boats owned by the railroads 
to be under the Act and not other hoats? 


Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: For the same reasons that in the United States the Gov- 
ernment have prohibited the railways from owning steamship lines, and thus creat- 
ing a monopoly for the land-borne traffic. 


4 


The Cuamman: The boats in the inland waters in the United States are under — 


control. 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: They have prohibited the railways there from owning any 
steamship lines. 


The CuamrMan: The boats in the inland waters in the United States are under 
control are they not? i 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I am not sure as to that. 
owned by the railways. 


The CHairMAN: ‘They are to-day under control. 


They were when they were 
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Hon. Mr. Granam: One of the objects in having steamship lines in connection 
with railways under the Board is to bring their whole tariff under the one control. 
A railway company might make a very cheap rail rate to a competitive point, and 
might make an increased rate on its steamship line to make up for any loss on its rail 
rate. 

Mr. Nessirr: We want to get after people like the C.P.R. who ship by rail and 
water. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: We are objecting only to the last part of the section. 

Mr. Nespirt: (reads) 


the provision of this Act in respect of tolls, tariffs and joint tariffs shall, so 
far as deemed applicable by the Board, extend and apply to all freight trafic 
carried by any carrier by water from any port or place in Canada to any other 
portsor place in Canada. 


We give a certain amount of authority to the Board. I do not believe that the 
Board would interfere with a tramp steamer. 

Mr. McMastrr, K.C.: The Board of Trade thinks that shipping should be left as 
untrammelled as possible. They consulted about that and considered it very carefully, 
and I am instructed to say that they are very, very anxious that the last part of this 
section should not go into effect. 


Mr, Sivciair: The point is, it is impossible to regulate tramps. For example, if 
the Board should deal with the carriage of wheat from Montreal to Liverpool, tramp 
steamers would not go on that route, they would go to the Argentine Republic or some 
other part of the world, because these tramp steamers have the whole world for their 
field, and they go where the highest rates are obtainable. You would drive the tramp 
steamer away from our ports. 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: The Montreal Board of Trade are in the same boat as we 
are. They are objecting to that provision very much, 
Mr. Srvciam: You cannot do it. _ 


The CuHairMAN: It is your idea that the Government should continue to build 
canals, wharves and piers, dredge rivers, and do everything possible for navigation, 
and that the steamship lines should then be perfectly free to charge whatever rates 
they please and stop at whatever ports they choose? 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: We are the shippers. We think that without this provision 
we can get cheaper service. We are shippers, manufacturers, merchants and other 
shippers. 

The CHamrman: You do not intend to speak for all the manufacturers. I know 
some manufacturers who want this legislation. i ; 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I merely speak for the Board of Trade, who think they will 
get cheaper rates without that provision. They may be wrong. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: As a matter of fact, we cannot control ocean shipping by legis- 
lation. We can only control that by agreement with the authorities on the other side. 
That has been discussed for a long time. This section can only relate to inland waters. 
What Mr. McMaster has in his mind is this: It often occurs, Mr. Chairman, that a 
tramp steamer is out of a cargo. She will have a cargo one way to a certain port, a 
“catch” trip as it is called. She is willing to take a return cargo to some other place 
very cheap. If she is under the Board of Railway Commissioners the Board not only 
have the power to fix a rate and say: You shall not charge any more than that; but 
the Board can also say: “ You cannot charge any less than that.’ Consequently the 
tramp steamer cannot take back this cargo at a lower rate because she would be violat- 
ing the order of the Board. 
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The Cuairman: While it is true that the Board have the power to do what Mr. 
Graham suggests, it is also true that, if they were to fix a maximum rate beyond which 
a ship could not charge, under such a provision, the ship could make whatever arrange- 
ments they desired below the maximum rate. 

Mr, Srycuair: I do not agree that this section refers altogether to inland traffic. 
It refers, for instance, to traffie between British Columbia and Nova Scotia. In the 
town where I live, lumber is brought from British Columbia through the Panama 
Canal for the manufacture of cars in the town of New Glasgow, for example, and that 
means ocean traffic from one point in Canada to another point in Canada, 


The CrairmMan: Would it not be well for Mr. McMaster to place his views before 
the Committee in a definite form in a written statement. 

Mr. Maciean: The communication of the Montreal Board of Trade to this Com- 
mittee, dated April 28 last, takes the same position with reference to this matter as 
is taken by the Torento Board. 

The Cuairman: Mr. MeMaster, you represent only the Council of the Toronto 
Board of Trade, not the whole Board? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I represent the Council; there has not been a meeting of 
the whole Board. 

Mr. Maciean: The attitude of the Montreal Board of Trade is as follows: (reads). 


The Council is of opinion that it is inadvisable to apply the provisions of 
the Railway Act in respect of tolls, tariffs, and joint tariffs on freight traffic 
carried by water between ports in Canada. There are a great many reasons why 
the Council considers this inadvisable, the chief being a strong belief that the 
jurisdiction of the Board of Railway Commissioners would tend to limit compe- 
tition between the water carriers themselves, which in turn would tend to de- 
crease the competition between water carriers and the railways. 


Then the letter goes on to refer to Montreal’s location in regard to navigation. 
This is a very important subject, and I would like to have the section stand over for 
further consideration. 

Hon. Mr. GranaM: There is this difference between railways and independent 
steamship lines; any person or company who has sufficient money can build a steamer; 
but there can only be a limited number of railways. 

Mr. Mactean: Yet nothing has been closed up and tied so closely as our steamship 
lines have been. The small lines and steamers have been driven out by somebody. 

Mr. Macponeti: This is a new provision, Mr. Johnston.- What is the reason 
for it? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Only the latter part of the clause is new. That brings under 
the jurisdiction of the Board the rates of any carrier by water. 

Mr. Mactean: They do not need to exercise their jurisdiction, do they? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Not necessarily. 


Mr. Maciran: It is a protecting clause. I like both sides of the language. It 
seems to be protective by the way the clause is written out. I think that the Bill should 
stand. 

Mr. Nessitt: It seems, Mr. Chairman, Mr. McMaster wants the latter part struck 
out. 

’ Mr. McMaster, K.C.: There was a number of other matters which I desire to 
present. For instance, clause 357, with regard to tolls. That is another subject. 


; Mr. Carvett: If the lumbermen are here by appointment we had better hear 
them. 


; 
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5 The CHairman: The lumbermen are here and we have arranged to hear them 
this morning. : 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I will be here to-morrow. 

The Cuairman: We will take up the case of the lumbermen now. 

Mr. Hawkins: The representations of the lumbermen are contained in a copy 
of a resolution which you have before you passed at our last annual meeting, page 29. 


The Cuairman: If you will allow me, I will read two communications in, refer- 
ence to this matter. : 


THE QUEBEC FOREST PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION. 


Quesec, April 25, 1917. 
Clerk of the Railway Committee, 
Ottawa. 


Sir,—The Quebec Forest Protective Association, being a federation of all 
forest protective associations in the province of Quebec, begs leave to submit 
to the Railway Commission the necessity of placing under the control of the 
Board of Railway Commissioners all railway lines administered by the 
Dominion Government, as are all private owned lines, whether under Dominion 
or provincial charter. 

This request for the object of obtaining an efficient patrol on these lines,- 
as where they pass through our forest lands.they are a serious menace, and it 
is only by an efficient control that forest fires which are so disastrous to the 
natural welfare of the province can be avoided. 


I have the honour to be, sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
(Sgd.) PAUL G. OWEN, 
Hon. Secretary. 


At the session of the lumbermen, held on the 6th February, 1917, it was moved 
by John Donogh, seconded by A. H. Campbell: 


“That, as intimated in the public press, a consolidation, or revision of the 
Railway Act is to be taken up when the present Parliament re-assembles, the 
Canadian Lumbermen’s Association in annual meeting assembled February 
6, 1917, confirms the course previously adopted in this matter, viz.: 

“That this association co-operate with the Canadian Manufacturers’ 
Association and endorse the resolution forwarded by the latter to the Minister 
of Railways and Canals, regarding the proposed amendment to the Railway 
Act, and that the matter be left to the Executive Committee of this association 
to deal with—Carried.” 

“The submission by your Transportation Committee at that time was as 
follows :— : 

“Any special freight tariff of any transportation company (subject to its 
jurisdiction), which may hereafter be filed with the Board of Railway Commis- 
sioners, to which exception is taken by any person, company or other party 
interested, making formal protest, either before or after the effective date 
mentioned therein against the adoption of said tariff, shall at the discretion of 
the Board, be disallowed until after such time as the Board shal] determine, 
after hearing evidence produced for or against the adoption of such tariff. The 
Board may of its own volition, without protest or complaint on the part of 

; others, disallow any such tariff, or any portion thereof, with or without hearing 
{ evidence in support of, or against same.” 
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“Tn any special tariff the rates contained in which are increased, the 
burden of the proof: 


(a) that old rates are inadequate, unsatisfactory and, or unworkable. 
(b) that a larger freight revenue is requisite and necessary, and the 
reasons therefor :— 
shall be on the transportation company or companies, or its or their repre- 
sentatives, filing such tariff.” 

“Tn addition to the above, it is urged by your Committee on Transporta- 
tion that the Railway Act should contain a provision that freight operating 
expenses should be shown separately from passenger and other operating 
expenses. This should be a simple matter, as the earnings of each class of 
railway service are gall shown separately.” 


Mr. Hawkins: Our position is pretty well covered by the resolution which you 
have read, and in support of it I merely want to say that at the present time jobbers 
have no recourse. Under the present Act the railways may file tariffs increasing rates, 
apply that to the provisions of the Act, and fix a certain day on which that tariff 
becomes effective. We may enter a protest, but we have no recourse. In the natural 
course of events the tariff becomes effective and the shipping public is then put in the 
position of having to prove that those rates should not come into force. We submit 
that is entirely a wrong position. If the railways are asking a flat increase in rates 
they certainly should be in the position of having to prove that those rates are 
reasonable. 


Mr. Macrean: I agree with that. Was there not a case the other day where the 
Board held up the enforcement of’some tariff that had been filed. How often does 
that happen ? 

Mr. Hawkinss They have done it. 

Mr. Macitean: You say there is no power in the Board to protect the shipper in 
that respect? 

Mr. Hawkins: The custom is that tariffs have been allowed to go into effect 


before any public hearing. 
° ° | 
Mr. Siyciair: Do you say it applies to all rates, or only lumber? ; 


Mr. Hawkins: Lumber and especially tariff rates. In that way they ean file the 
tariff with the Board and make the proper provision according to the Act as to the 
effective date, but if we have a protest to make we are called upon and put in the 
position of having to prove to the Board why those rates should not obtain? 

Mr. Mactean: You’have to pay the proposed increase in the meantime. 

Mr. Hawkins: Immediately the tariff becomes effective we have to pay the inereased 
rate. 

The CHairmMan: Sections 323 and 331 are those to which Mr. Hawkins refers. 

Hon. Mr. GranamM: Supposing you are called on, and you came along and objected 
to the tariff. Would not the railway company, as a matter of practice in rebutal of 
your case, have to show cause why the tariff should be increased ? 

Mr. Hawxis: It has not worked out that way. : 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The company files a tariff. There must be behind the filing of 
that tariff some reason. You object to the tariff. The company has to show your 
objections are not well grounded—that they have reasons for the increase. 


Mr. Hawnins: That is what we have Eacoemoraved in our submission here, as 
follows :— 


“Tn any special tariff the rates contained in which are increased, the burden 
of the proof (a) that the old rates are inadequate, unsatisfactory or unworkable, 
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and (b) that a larger freight revenue is requisite and necessary, and the reasons 
therefor—shall be on the transportation company or companies, or its or their 
representatives, filing such tariff.” 


As it is now, the tariff goes into effect and we are put in the position of having to 
say why the tariff should not be allowed. We want the onus of proof to be placed on 
the company. 


Mr. Carve.i: Let us get down to a concrete case. The Canadian Pacific Railway 
has issued a new tariff to take effect in 30 days. What do the lumbermen do, and what 
action does the Board take in that case? 


Mr. Hawnins: The tariff is filed with the Board. We may protest and do protest. 


Mr. CaRVELL : Assuming you have protested, would not the Board invariably call 
upon the railway company to justify the proposed tariff? 
Mr. Hawkins: Not before the effective date. They almost invariably allow that 
tariff to go into effect. 


Mr. Carvert: I am sorry to hear it. I supposed the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners were doing their duty. 


Mr. Hawkins: The point is that we are helpless in the matter. We can make our 
protest to the Board and be prepared to submit our evidence to them, but, as I say, the 
moment that tariff goes into effect we are put on the other side of the fence. 

Mr. Macpone.i: What do you ask for? 

Mr. Hawkins: We are asking that the onus of proof be placed on the railway 
company. 

Mr. Macponeti: How can you regulate a railway company? How are you going 
to place the onus of proof upon them? 


Mr. Carvetu. Or prescribe to whom notice shall be given? 


Mr. Hawkins: I can cite you a concrete case. For example, here is a special tariff 
dealing with lumber and other forest products. 


Mr. Carve: The companies give notice that in thirty days from date they pro- 
pose to apply to the Board for the adoption of the new tariff. Now, then, who are they 
going to notify to be present ? 

Mr. Hawkins: The Board notifies all parties concerned. 


Mr. Carveti: But there might be a lot of parties who would not be notified by a 
certain date. The railway company satisfies the Board that it needs more revenue or 
something of that kind, and the order goes into effect. It really seems to me the pro- 
cedure works out all right as it is at the present time. Because, as I understand it, 
the company gives notice that it proposes to adopt a new tariff, and then any person 
interested can apply to the Board and ask that it be not allowed. The hearing of all 
parties interested follows. I know this myself, because I have acquired the knowledge 
in my own practice. I do not know that it makes much difference who initiates the 
proceedings, because the Board takes everything into consideration and decides whether 
or not the tariff shall be allowed. I know of many cases where they have not allowed 
the tariff sought to be approved. 


Mr. Hawxins: We have found to our cost that with new tariffs there has generally 
been an increase in rates. Just to illustrate, let me take the rate from Ottawa to 
Montreal. In 1908 that rate was five cents a hundred pounds. The rate to-day is 
seven and a half cents a hundred pounds, having been increased 50 per cent. The rate 
has gone up time after time. The last increase of half a cent a hundred pounds went 
into effect last December, and now it is proposed to increase the rate still further by 
fifteen per cent. 


Mr. Maciean: Is that made by all companies? 


206 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY AOT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Hawkes: Yes, all companies. 

Mr. Macponap: It is for the Board to decide what the rates shall be. 

Mr. Macrean: Yes, but the point Mr. Hawkins wants to make is that when the 
railway companies put in a new tariff they shall give a reason for it. 

Mr. Hawkins: Our contention is that they should support and prove their case 
when they make application for a new tariff to be approved. 

Mr. Mactran: As it is now, the companies only put in their ease when they are 
ealled upon to do so by a eustomer who objects to the increase. 

Mr. Macponetit: And the Board deals with the matter as it deals with all other 
cases. 

Mr. Carvenrt: I would like to understand just what Mr. Hawkins is asking be- 
cause evidently there is something here that I can not understand. We will assume 
that in November last the railway companies brought a new tariff into effect increasing 
the rates by half a cent. Now, they certainly gave notice of that; I think the notice 
required is thirty days. 

Mr. Hawkins: Yes, they complied with the law in that regard. 

Mr. Carvett: What you suggest is that the Board give notice to the world at 
large that on a certain day there will be a meeting to decide whether or not this tariff 
should become effective, at whieh every person who has any objection to offer should 
be allowed to state his views. 

Mr. Hawkins: We think the Board should automatically suspend the effective 
date of that tariff until after the case has been heard and the railways have been called 
upon to justify their application. 

Mr. Carvett: When and where and before whom? 

Mr. Hawkins: The Board will specify that. They will put the case down for 
hedring, and neither the railways nor ourselves will have anything to say as to when 
the hearing should take place. 

Mr. Srycriair: Your understanding is that the new tariff goes into effect without 
the order of the Board? 

Mr. Hawkins: Practically it does, by the mere filing. The railway companies 
file a tariff and they say, “ Here is our tariff.” 

Mr. Nespirt: When they do that they do not set forth any reasons for the in- 
crease to the Board of Railway Commissioners. 


Mr. Hawkins: None whatever. 

Mr. Srycuair: I think they should. 

Mr. Macrean: How many days’ notice do they give of a new tariff? 
Mr. Hawxrys: Thirty days. 


Mr. Mactrnan: And if no objection is heard it becomes effective ? 


Mr. Hawxin: It becomes effective and the rate under that tariff becomes the 
proper rate. 


Mr. Carver: I suppose if you did not protest, in a formal or informal manner, 
within the thirty days, the Board would allow that tariff to go into force. 


Mr. Hawkins: I can answer your question by giving a concrete case. We have 
always had special export rates for the summer shipments via Montreal. This (ex- 
hibiting document) is the tariff for 1916. The 1917 tariff was issued on April 16 
last to be effective on April 28. It was last year’s tariff reinstated with this differ- 
ence, that the export rate automatically increased with the increase in the rates which 
was allowed last December. This tariff, as I say, became effective April 23 last. 
Incidentally I received a copy of it at 3.45 p.m. on Saturday afternoon, April 21, 
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and the tariff became effective at midnight on Sunday. In that case, you see. wé 
had no opportunity of making any protest against the new tariff. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Is there not a notice given on the filing of the tariff? 


Mr. Hawkins: Notice should be given but it is not done in all cases. The one I 
haye mentioned is a case in point. No notice was given to the lumbermen except that 
in individual cases they received a copy of the new tariff. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: What I am trying to get at is, under the Act is notice given? 
If that is so that meets the difficulty raised by Mr. Carvell as to giving notice to every 
person. Was notice given, in accordance with the statute, that this tariff had been 
filed ? 


Mr. Hawkins: There was, of course, the filing of the tariff. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Yes, but, I think, public notice has to be given that the taritt 
has been filed. 


Mr. Hawkins: Under the Act they have to file a copy of their tariff at every station. 

Mr. Buatn: When a new tariff, say on lumber, is being made, would you have an 
opportunity of going before the Board and stating your case before the new tariff 
went into effect ? 

Mr. Carvetit: You will find that under section 328 notice of a new tariff must 
be posted up, and the Board have the power, if they wish, to provide for any ad- 
ditional method of publication. > 

Mr. Bua: But notice is given. 

Mr. Carveti: Yes, when the tariff is filed. 

Mr. Brats: Has the tariff been fixed by the Board before that? 

Mr. Carveti: No. 

Mr. Brat: Then the lumbermen would have an opportunity of appearing and 
stating their case. : 

Mr. Hawxins:.To continue my remarks with regard to the export tariff. The 
increases in rates were not particularly objected to by the lumbermen but we find on 
page 6 of that tariff that the minimum rates were increased very considerably. We 
made a protest, and the Board has requested the railways to postpone putting into 
effect the tariff, as far as the minimum weight is concerned, until the 21st of this 
month. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Your representations were, apparently, effective. 

Mr. Hawxins: We had to go to the extreme in that case, and it was only owing 
to an accident on the part of the Grand Trunk Railway Company, they had not 
included in their tariff the change in the minimum weight, and the Board thought 
the best way out of the difficulty was to ask the railways to postpone the change in 
the minimum weight until the 21st of this month. We are making further representa- 
tions to the Board and to the railways regarding that matter. There is the sticking 
point, we were placed in the position that if it had not been for this accident to which 
I have referred this tariff would be in effect to-day. 

Mr. Carvett: Do I understand you to ask that the law be changed to the effect 
that when the company wants to make a change in the tariff, they must give notice, 
and before it becomes effective there must be a decision of the Board, either based on 
their own knowledge or on representations made to them, and that all parties have 
the right to be heard? 


Mr. Hawkins: And particularly that a protest may be made before it goes 
into effect. 

The CyHairman: Will you, Mr. Blair, as representing the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners, give us your views upon this? 
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Hon. Mr. Granam: As to the practice and the custom of the Board. 

Mr. Bua: The section of the Act provides that the tariffs must be approved by 
the Board. I-do not know how far you want me to go into the history of these 
tariffs, but the standard tariffs are filed by the railway companies and must be approved 
by order of the Board before they are effective. With regard to special tariffs, a 
tariff such as Mr. Hawkins refers particularly to are filed by the company, and these 
tariffs if not disallowed are effective. Notice is given in the way prescribed by the 
Act, that is, they should be filed in a public place, and shall not take effect until 30 
days after being so filed. But the practice—I cannot believe that Mr. Hawkins has any 
very serious quarrel with the practice of the Board in connection with these special 
tariffs beeause the Board has been very lenient—has been that a letter, for 
example, from a shipper protesting against the proposed increases, reciting 
the fact that that shipper has entered into contracts based on the 
old rates, has been sufficient for the Board to put the onus on the railway company 
by requiring them to show cause why the proposed increase should go into effect. It 
is quite a reasonable provision; the Board feels that the shipper should make out, at 
least, a prima facie case, especially when it can be done so readily and so informally 
as it has been the practice of the Board to require in that regard. 

Mr. OCarvett: Pardon me a moment, that will be quite proper if the shipper is 
complaining against the existing rate, but is that equally proper in the case of a rail- 
way company filing a new rate? 

Mr. Buair: Well, part of the Lumbermen’s Association complaint I think is met, 
or the powers asked for are covered by Mr. Chrysler’s proposed amendment, that is that 
the Board may “disallow” or rather “suspend” the operation of the tariff before a cer- 
tain date. | 

Mr. Carvett: What clause is that? 

Mr. Bua: That is clause 325. 

Mr. Carvett: That is the new part. 

Mr. Buair: That is the new part. As a matter of fact the Board has suspended 
special tariffs, without, perhaps, having express authority to do so, and this section 
gives them that power. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: Read also subsection 4, of clause 331, Mr. Blair. That 
confirms the Board’s right to “disallow or suspend.” 


Mr. Bram: That confirms the right, yes; but the first part of Mr. Hawkin’s 
application is covered by the amendment to which I have referred. 


Mr. Sincram: I understand that what Mr. Hawkins asks is that the railway 
asking a change in the tariff shall be required to make out a case in support for the 
change. What do you say about that? 

My. Buair: I say that is the practice now; practically they are required to do 
so, the onus in thrown upon the company to justify the increase. All the Board asks 
in fact, is what seems to me to be a very reasonable requirement, and that is that 
the shipper shall make out a prima facie case; that he shall give some reason, some 
grounds to his objection to the proposed increase. Then the Board takes the matter 
up. 

Mr. Carvetu: For investigation. 

Mr. Buarr: For investigation, and, as I say, and I think the representative of 
the railway companies will bear me out, it is the practice to require the companies 
to justify the rates. This puts the simplest kind of proof on the shipper. 


The CHarrman: You believe that the Board now has power to cover all the 
objections referred to by Mr. Hawkins? 


—" 
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Mr. Bram: TI believe it has, and that it works out in practice as he wants it. 
Mr. Macrran: By the new legislation ? 

_ Mr. Bram: Yes, the amendment gives the Board power to suspend any special 
tariff, that is all it does; it does not state expressly, as Mr. Hawkins asks, that the 
onus shall be on the railway company to justify the increase in the rates, but 
as a matter of practice, and as a matter of actual working out, this has been the 
condition:: The Board has simply said to the shipper “ We will require you to show 
some grounds for your objection” and that has been the usual practice in that regard. 

Mr. Hawkins: Mr. Blair says that the onus has been placed on the railways. 
T have attended, I think, every case that has come before the Board on the lumber 
schedules since 1908, and I do not know of a single increase in the rate that the rail- 
way companies have ever justified. 

Mr. Maciean: Did those increases go into effect? 

Mr. Hawkins: Yes, and they are in effect to-day. 


Hon. Mr. Granam: Perhaps the Board thought they were justified. 

Mr. Hawks: I do not know. 

Mr. Mactran: Did the companies try to justify it? 

Mr. Hawkins: No, they did not. We were simply placed in the position of 
being called upon to prove that the rates should not go into effect; the railway com- 
panies’ representatives stand aside and allow the lumbermen and the shipping public 
to do the talking. 

Mr. Carveti: It is not a question of what the railway companies do, but what 
the Board does—that is the question that is to be considered. 

Mr. Hawkins: That is what I am trying to get at now. 

Mr. Carvert: If you put your side of the case before the Board, does not the 
Board call upon the railways to justify their side of the case? 

Mr. Hawkins: They have a hearing, but 99 times out of a hundred the tariif 
goes into effect. 

Mr. Macponatp: But if the railway companies present their case and you are 
given a hearing to the fullest extent, you cannot complain of that? 

Mr. Hawkins: But if you put in your law, in the Act there, a provision that 
when the tariff is objected to, as we have objected to the tariff going into effect, that 
the railways should be called upon to justify their increase before it goes into effect, 
that is all we ask. 

Mr. Macponatp: You want to shift the burden of proof upon the railways? 

Mr. Hawkins: That is what we want. That has been the practice since 1908. 

The Cuairman: It is your opinion that the Board should have complete power? 

Mr. Hawkins: Absolutely. 

Mr. Carvett: J have been before the Board often, and there was no burden of 
proof required. Everybody talks. The Board says: “ You get this,” and you go and 
get it. That is all there is to it. 

The Cusamman: What other representatives have you here? 

Mr. Hawxixs: None. That constitutes our whole case. 

The Cuairman: Mr. Chrysler have you anything to say? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would prefer to take this up when we reach it. But per- 
haps I might say that Mr. Blair has fully explained the matter. We do not under- 
stand that there is anything in practice which places lumbermen in any invidious 
position as compared with all other shippers, and the matter of filing a tariff is a daily 
and hourly occurrence. Thousands of tariffs are filed which are not objected to by 
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anyone. It is only when a tariff is objected to, when it is examined by the Board, 
because every tariff is examined as a matter of routine. It is only one tariff in a 
thousand, or ten thousand, that there is a hearing or a dispute about. 

The Cuairman: Perhaps we have time to listen to Mr. McMaster again, if that 
is the wish of the Committee. 

Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: Section 357, refund of tolls, is the next section we wanted 
to speak about. It is new, and there is a provision limiting the time in which you 
can get a refund to one year, and providing that you must apply to the Board for 
such refund. We do not think there should be such a limitation, and we do not see 
why it should be necessary for anyone who has been clearly overcharged to have to 
come to the Board in order to enforce his right to secure a refund. We do not see 
why we should not be able to recover in any other way, and after the lapse of a year. 
Jf a railroad company has made an admittedly improper charge, why should they 
keep the money if they have succeeded in holding on to it for a year? That is no 
reason why a man should not get his refund. It is a very simple point. ; 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That feature of the Bill was carefully considered when the 
original Bill was drawn. In the United States, the State Boards and the Interstate 
Commerce Commission have power to order refunds. It was deliberately decided 
here by Parliament at that time that it was not the proper policy, and it was left to 
the ordinary courts to collect the money illegally taken by a company, and we are 
quite satisfied that the law should remain as it is, and I think the Board do not care 
about this. 

Mr. Nespirr: Does this clause not say that the application for refund shall be 
“within one year”? 

The Cuamman: In connection with this section there is a communication from 
Mr. J. E. Walsh, manager of the Transportation Department of the Canadian Manu- 
facturers’ Association, dated May 5, 1917. He says: (reads) 


In accordance with your invitation of April 26, I beg to suggest that sec- 
tion 357 (Refund of Tolls), be amended by substituting the words “after 
claim is declined by carrier” for the words “after date of collection or receipt 
by the Company of such tolls.” This would mean the last part of the section 
would read ‘“ Nor unless application is made to the Board within one year after 
claim is declined by carrier.” 

It seems to me there should be no objection offered to this, because of the 
fact that traffic is often carried over several railways, and claims may not be 
declined within a year from the date tolls are collected. As the section now 
reads it seems to me the Commission will be asked in many cases to undertake 
the collection of claims, or, to put it another way, will unnecessarily be appealed 
to in order to guard against being outlawed. We do not anticipate that the 
Commission is anxious to take up the collection of claims, except where it is 
absolutely necessary. Will you please advise in regard thereto. 


Mr. Nespirr: That suggestion seems very reasonable. If the claim has been 
declined by the carrier, the Board could be appealed to. 

The CHarrmMan: Have you any objection to that, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: We think that section 357 should be struck out. 

Mr. Macponeti: Leave the matter to the law courts. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: We would like to have both remedies. Sometimes the 
question of the overcharge of a rate may be a very complicated and difficult question, 
and we would like, in that case, to be at liberty to come to the Board. But we do not 
want to be deprived in trifling cases of the right to go to the local court. A person 
living at a long distance could never go to the Board, and could get his claim adjusted 
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through the court. But on an important or difficult question I do not see why we 
should not come to the Board. We should like to have this additional right to appeal 
to the Board, and not to be limited to coming within a year. We do not want to be 
deprived of the resort to the local court, yet we do like what the Committee has sug- 
gested that in certain cases we should be at liberty to appeal to the Board if we think 
proper. 

Mr. Nessirr: You do not want to be limited to a year. 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: No. Any other debt can be collected for six years. Why 
should a railway company, by keeping the money in their pocket for a year escape 
payment ? 

Mr. Nessirt: There is some sense in that. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: I suppose this section is not really under discussion, but 
while Mr. McMaster is here I would like to ask him a question: Would it meet your 
views, Mr. McMaster, if the Act gave the Board power to declare a toll or rate illegal, 
leaving the parties to fight it out in the local courts? That would remove your diffi- 
culty, would it not? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I think that would be very useful, provided it is not a con- 
dition precedent to our recovering in the local courts that the Board should make a 
declaration. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No, but it would be a final decision in the local courts if 
the case was illegal. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I think we could very well agree on such a question. That 
looks quite workable. It would not be limited to a year. 

Mr. Carvetu: Is the limitation of time to remain in or go out? I do not think 
the person should be compelled to bring his action within a year. This is simply for 
the debt. 

The CuHairMan: Mr. Chrysler objected to the limitation of time. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: We will see what the other section says. 

Mr. Nessirr: Sometimes railways will stand off claims for rebates for a year. 
I do not think the company should be confined to a year. 

Mr. Carvetit: My experience is you cannot get a claim paid in a year. 

Mr. NessittT: Sometimes we get claims paid with very little delay. 

Mr. Sinciairn: Why not let the Statute of Limitations apply? 

Mr. Macponett: That is reasonable, limiting these matters to the operation of 
the general law. 


The CuHairman: How would it do to allow Mr. Johnston to prepare a suitable 
amendment to this section ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Do you want to preserve the right to go to the courts? 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: Perhaps the committee have forgotten that we have passed 
in section 44 a clause which governs a great many things of this kind: “ The finding 
or determination of the Board upon any question of fact within its jurisdiction shall 
be binding and conclusive.” Under that, if you have a finding of the Board that a 
certain toll is illegal you go into court with proof. ‘ 

The CuainmMan: Has Mr. McMaster amendments to submit to any other clauses? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: In regard to section 149, subsection 2. The Board of Trade 
thought difficulty might arise on this subsection. It allows the turning over of lands 
granted to the company as a subsidy, to a subsidiary company. There is nothing to 
show that the directors, or other people connected with the railway, might not be 
interested in the subsidiary company. We think those lands should not be turned over 
in such a manner unless the whole transaction is satisfactory to the Railway Board. 


2—16 


212 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Sincram: If the undertaking is turned over to a new company why should 
not the lands go with it? What is the effect? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: The lands of the company have been obtained from the 
province and they are being turned over to a mere construction company perhaps, or 
to some little subsidiary company. If the railroad has obtained public lands we feel 
that the public, represented by the Board, ought to have something to say as to how 
those lands are being given. away, and whether proper considerations are being 
obtained for them. 

Mr. Carvett: You would not construe subsection 2 of section 149 as strong 
enough to cover townsites ? 

Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: Yes, I would. The railway company may have been 
granted a million acres. It can turn those lands over to some other subsidiary company 
which it may incorporate. Take the language of the subsection: 


“Such company may convey such right or interest, or any part thereof, 
to any other company which has entered into any undertaking for the con- 
struction or operation, in whole or in part, of the right of way in respect of 
which such land or interest in land was given.” : 


I take it under the wording of this subsection, a railway company may turn its lands 
over to a mere construction company that has just entered into a contract with it. 
Tt may turn over to that company the whole of its land subsidy without any person 
having a word to say about it. The Government has perhaps given the company 
a million acres of land, Well, that land can be turned over to a construction company 
_ that the railway directors are perhaps directors of, or interested in. Is that a proper 
thing to do? We do not suggest that any railroad company would do it, and yet there 
is nothing here to prevent it being done. 
Mr. Nesgirr: That is an objection we should take notice of. 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: As for the rest of the objections, they are of a minor 
nature and if the Committee will permit us to put in a written memorandum we shall 
be very glad to do so. 


The Cuamrman: Now, we will take section 149—have you any suggestions to 


offer, Mr. Chrysler ? 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: TI do not quite understand what the suggestion is. The 
section provides that when a subsidy in lands has been granted to a company, the 
company may dispose of it. I suppose that is what it is given to the company for, 
and the second subsection simply provides that instead of selling it for cash it may 
induce a contractor to build a road and take the land grant and, perhaps, cash or 
other consideration in payment. Now what objection can there be to that. It may 


be that there is objection to the policy of giving land subsidies at all, but once the 


subsidy is given it is not given to be retained by the company for any particular pur- 
,pose, or for any special object, but it is given to the company to be disposed of and 
the proceeds of it to be used in the construction of the railway. : 


Mr. Nessirr: Mr. Chrysler can easily imagine the case where the company getting 
the grant of land turned it over to a construction company, or to another corporation, 
and then did not go on with the construction of the work for which the land was 
given. = 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You cannot get this subsidy—I suppose this land grant has 
been obtained from the Crown—I do not know whether it is the same with regard to 
the provinces or otherwise, but the Dominion land subsidies are not now available. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The railway company cannot get the land grant until they 
have earned it. : 


——) 
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Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: The Dominion land subsidies are not available until the 
companies have earned them. The clauses of the Act are very stringent—it is not 
here in the Railway Act, it does not need to be, but the Crown does not hand over 
the land which is given as a subsidy until the road is built by someone’s money 
being put into it and, if it is a contractor who has agreed to take the land in pay- 
ment for the construction of the road surely that is a matter between the company 
and the contractor. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: If this section is so simple as Mr. Chrysler says it is, it is 
not needed in the bill at all, and it might be struck out. The land which is given to 
these companies as a subsidy, may have been earned by them, but the public have a 
right to see that it is put to the use for which it was given. There should be some 
regulation by statute of the right to turn over this land that has been received as a 
subsidy to a mere construction company upon their entering into a contract to build 
the road. We do not care if they have absolutely earned these lands, we maintain that 
they were public lands given for a specific purpose, and we want to see and we want 
to know, how and why they are turning them over to others. Why do the railway 
companies want to put in that section at all, if it is such a simple matter as Mr. 
Chrysler says it is? Should not the public know what is being done with these lands, 
so they will not be turned over to some private individual, without any capital at all, 
who has entered into arrangements with the railway company to build the line, 
when those lands may be worth five times the value at which they are turned over. 

Mr. Nessitr: The Government gives the lands to the railway. 

Mr. MoMasver, K.C.: The railway may have already taken the lands over from 
the Government for the purpose of constructing their lines. Large quantities 
of land have been given to different railroads, and those railroads still have the land; 
they incorporate a small company, and the railroad transfers a large amount of 
those lands which they have received from the Government to the smaller company 
in consideration of the construction of a part of that line; It may not be a bona 
fide transaction, it may be that they are throwing over a large block of land which 
has increased greatly in value to the smaller company in which the contractors are 
largely interested. 

Mr. Carvett: Why should they not have the right to do so if they have earned 
the land? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Of course if the Committee looks at it that way, that it is 
the company’s own land, but we contend that the land was originally given to the road 
by the Government for the purposes of the company and that the country is interested 
in seeing that the land is properly used and disposed of. 

Mr. Carveti: Supposing you sell the land to me, would you follow it up after 
that? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: We are not seeking to interfere with any cash transaction, 
but we only want to control the disposition of these lands to parties entering into con- 
struction contracts, lands that rightly belong to the company. We want to see that the 
shareholders should have the benefit of the increase in the value of those lands that 
are turned over to a construction company in which somebody in the railway company 
is also interested. 

Mr. Carve: Is it not a fact that that would be interfering with the right of 
private companies to deal with their property? It is not the policy of parliament to 
interfere between the shareholder and the company. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: It is also a question for the public insofar as it affects the 
situation in respect of rates, because if the railroad land is sold at the proper figures 
and the proceeds go into the treasury of the company it can carry traffic perhaps at a 
different figure than it could if the land were sold or given away to some of its friends 
at a lower price; it is a question of policy. 

2—164 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Perhaps it will simplify the matter, if you direct attention 
to subsection 2. As I understand it is not the conveyance of lands that have been 
earned and patented to the company which it is desired to control. I do not know 
whether that is what Mr. McMaster has in his mind, but that is not what he has been 
referring to. This subsection 2 does not refer to that at all. This subsection refers 
to the company that has obtained a subsidy on the same terms, and without having 
earned the land deals with another company to convey to it the right to earn the land. 
This subsection reads :— : 

2. Such company may convey such right or interest, or any part thereof, 
to any other company which has entered into any undertaking for the con- 
struction or operation, in whole or in part, of the railway in respect of which 
such land or interest in land is given, and thereafter such other companies 
shall have in respect of such land or interest in land, the same authority as 

» that of the company which has so conveyed it. 


Mr. Nessirr: That seems just and right. 

Mr. Macponrti: Why should this be in the Act at all? Why not leave the com- 
pany in the same position as any other company or individual who owns land? 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Otherwise it would be contended that the company could 
not assign the right to dispose of the land. This is to make it clear that the company 
can assign its rights. It may be contended that the railway has not got the land 
until it earns it. . 

Mr. Macponett: That is a proper matter for agreement between the parties, 
that is the railway company and any company that the railway should deal with. 

Mr. Nessirr: I move that this section stand as it is. 

Mr. Macvonett: I do not think it should stand as it is. 

Mr. Nessirt: I do not see why they should not have the right to transfer the 
land grant to some other company. If the original company has not earned it, it 
will have to be earned by the company to which the Jand is transferred. 

Mr. Macponetui: I leave that to the law, in any such case as Mr. McMaster has 
indicated or as occurs to the mind of any of us. J think it should be left in the same 
position as that of any other company having interest in lands. I think the clause 
should be struck out. 

Hon. Mr. Lemmux: Either a company earns or does not earn land grants. If 
it earns the land grants the company can dispose of those lands as it pleases. If it 
does not earn the land grants, or the cash subsidy, the Government intervenes. 

Mr. Macponetit: There are many things that occur. For instance, supposing 
a railway company is dealing with a province, and that province makes them a grant 
of land, and there are terms and conditions regarding these lands. The province 
desires to safeguard itself that the proceeds of these lands are used properly and for 
the purposes of the railway. We come along with legislation which over-rides that 
agreement—because this Act prevails—and we say that the company can hand over 
its lands to anybody mentioned in this subsection. That may be in direct contra- 
vention of the terms of the provincial agreement. 

Mr. Nespirt: The subsidy is given under certain conditions, and they have to 
live up to the conditions. 

Mr. Carvett: The provincial government will not give patent until the con- 
ditions have been lived up to. 

Mr. Sinciarr: Every dollar of the proceeds should go to the work. The public 


have given it for railway purpose. If we can prevent its going to private people we 
should do it. 
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Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: No company gets its land until it earns it by doing the 
work. 


Mr. Sixvcram: Is it not important that they should be prevented from disposing 
of it to people who will not use it for railway purposes? 

Mr. Carvetit: That is not the object of subsection 2. 

Mr. Macnonett: Subsection 1 is powerful, and it is there. 

Mr. Carveti: Subsection 2 only provides that a company, having received a land 
grant, can make a contract with somebody else to do its work, and earn these lands. 

Mr. Macponeti: I think the matter should be left to the approval of the Rail- 
way Board, or the section cut out altogether. 

Mr. Nessitr: I am willing that the words “subject to the approval of the Board” 
should be inserted there, but I do not see any necessity for it. 

The CuairMAn: <Any objection? : 

Mr. Curysime, K.C.: No, I think it should stand as it is. Mr. Macdonell says 
it was not necessary. It stood there a good many years, although I have no recollec- 
tion when it was enacted. I am sure it was not put in without some request for it. 

Mr. Macponeti: A good many things have been done under this authority since 
it was put in, but I think it is undesirable and should not be repeated. 


Mr. Macponeti: I move that this provision be made subject to the approval of 


* the Railway Board. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You do not propose to qualify the first section? Suppos- 
ing the company has actually earned the land? 

Mr. Macpnonett: No, I do not. 

Mr. Carvett: If they have earned the land and own it, you do not object? 

Mr. MacponeLu: No. 


The CHamman: That would cover your objection, if it were made subject to the 
approval of the Board. 


_ Mr. Nessirr: But that has nothing to do with it. This subsection only gives the 
right to somebody who has got it. To give the right to somebody who will carry out 
the agreement. I do not see any sense in it. 


The CHairMAN: The members are here and have heard the discussion fully, and 
I do not suppose any group of members will hear the matter so thoroughly discussed 
and we may as well dispose of it. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The committee has already passed the section. 
Mr. Nespirt: Better leave it until we have a quorum and reconsider it. 
Section allowed to stand. 


Committee adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 
May 11, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 o’clock. 


The CuarMaN: We have with us this morning the representative of the Mutual 
Insurance Companies, Mr. V. G. Chisholm, and I will read the correspondence in 
connection with section 387 in which the companies are interested. The first com- 
munication is a letter from Mr. Richard Blain, M.P., to Hon. F. Cochrane, Minister 
of Railways, Ottawa, which reads as follows: ; 


Brampton, Ontario, April 14, 1917. 
Hon. Mr. Cocuranr, é 
Minister of Railways, 
Ottawa, Ontario. 

Dear Mr. Cocuranr,—Please find enclosed a copy of Resolution sent by Peel 
Farmers Insurance Co. No doubt such resolution has reached you before this. 
I regret very much not being able to attend the special meeting, and shall not be 
in Ottawa until the opening of the House and therefore thought it best to place 
this resolution in your hands. 

Hoping you are keeping well, and with best wishes, I remain, 

Yours very truly, 


RICHARD BLAIN. 


The resolution referred to in this letter reads as follows: 


Re Amendment to Railway Act. 


Resolution passed at the Annual Convention of The Mutual Fire Underwriters’ 
Association of Ontario, held in Toronto, February 22 and 23, 1916: 


Moved by James Cochrane, seconded by James McEwing “That this Mutual 
Fire Underwriters’ Association respectfully request W. S. Middleboro, M.P., 
for North Grey, to take the first opportunity to bring before the Railway Com- 
mittee of the House of Commons the desirability in the interests of the farmers 
of Canada, that the amendment to the Railway Act 1-2 George 5, Chap. 22, 
sec. 10, passed and assented to on the 19th of May, 1911, be repealed and the 
Act restored as it was before the said amendment was passed—that the Secre- 
tary of this Association send a copy of this motion to Mr. Middleboro at the 
earliest possible moment, and a letter setting forth reasons why this action is 
sought. 


Then we have a presentation from Mr. Chisholm, who is the secretary of the 
Glengarry Fire Insurance Company, which he thinks should be placed on the record. 
This is addressed to myself and reads as follows: 


Re Insurance. 
Mr. J. E. Armstrone, 
Chairman of the Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa, Ontario. 


Dear Sir,—lI appear on behalf of “The Mutual Fire Underwriters’ Asso- 


ciation of Ontario, as well as for, The Glengarry Farmers’ Mutual Fire Ins. 
Company. 
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Our complaint is, an amendment to the Railway Act in 1911, which affects 
adversely the interests of Insurance Companies. 

1911. 10. Section 10 of chap. 32 of the Statutes of 1909 and section 10 of 
chap. 50 of the Statutes of 1910 are repealed and the following is enacted as 
section 298, of the principal Act. Section 298, see page 214 Ry. Act. 


Following is the amendment: 


298. Whenever damage is caused to any property by a fire started by 
i any railway locomotive, the company making use of such locomotive, whether 
guilty of negligence or not, shall be liable for such damage, and may be sued 
for the recovery of the amount of such damage in any court of competent 
Jurisdiction: Provided that if it be shown that the company has used modern 
and efficient appliances and has not otherwise been guilty of any negligence, 
the total amount of compensation recoverable from the company under this 
section in respect of any one or more claims for damage from fire or fires 
. started by the same locomotive and upon the same occasion, shall not exceed five 
| thousand dollars; provided also that if there is any insurance existing on the 
property destroyed or damaged the total amount of damages sustained by any 
claimant in respect of the destruction or damage of such property shall, for 
the purposes of this subsection, be reduced by the amount accepted or recovered 
by or for the benefit of such claimant in respect of such insurance. No action 
shall lie against the company by reason of anything in any policy of insurance 
or by reason of payment of any monies thereunder. The limitation of one year 
prescribed by section 306 of this Act shall run from the date of final judg- 
ment in any action brought by the assured to recover such insurance money, 
, or in the case of settlement from the date of the receipt of such monies by the 
assured, as the case may be. 

(2). The compensation, in case the total amount recovered therefor is 
less than the claims established, shall be apportioned amongst the parties who 
suffered the loss, as the court or judge may determine. 

(3). The company shall have an insurable interest in all property upon 
or along its route, for which it may be held lable to compensate the owners 
for loss or damage by fire caused by a railway locomotive, and may procure in- 
surance thereon in its own behalf. 

(4). The Board may order upon such terms and conditions as it deems 
expedient, that fire guards be established and maintained by the company 
along the route of its railway and upon any lands of His Majesty or of any 
person lying along such route, and subject to the terms and conditions 
of any such order, the company may at all times enter into and upon any such 
lands for the purpose of establishing and maintaining such fire guards thereon 
and freeing from dead or dry grass, weeds and other unnecessary inflammable 
matter the land between such fire guards and the line of railway. 


We humbly request that section 298 as amended in 1911 be repealed, and that 
section 298 be restored as prior to this amendment, namely as 6-7 E. VII, Chap. 37, 
utitled “An Act respecting Railways”. 

The clause which affects insurance companies especially, is the one which pro- 
vides “that where the property has been destroyed or damaged by fire caused by a 
railway locomotive the loss for the purposes of the Act be reduced, by the amount 
accepted or received, by or for the benefit of the owner in respect of his insurance. 
Tn this way the railway company receives the benefit of an insurance that may be 
upon the property without in any way contributing towards the cost of such insurance. 
Our objection is that the principle is wrong. No insurance company would have 
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any desire for obtaining premiums for providing insurance for which it would not 
hold itself responsible, but on the other hand the railway company is held to be 
entitled to the benefit of an insurance for which it does not pay. The reason of 
this is that the railway is made liable for something which is not its fault. It is 
a unique liability and there is no reason why if the railway company is negligent. 
The result naturally will be to take away the feeling of responsibility which the 
company should have and lessen the care that it should justly exercise to prevent 
fires along its rights of way, and by this the railway loss would naturally be in- 
creased and the prospects of profitable business for the insurance company corre- 
spondingly reduced. 

Copy of resolution passed at convention of Mutual Underwriters at Toronto 25th 
Feb. 1914. 


Tt was moved by James McEwing seconded by Col. T. R. Mayberry :— 
“That whereas this Association is satisfied from information given in a paper 
received by Mr. V. G. Chisholm, Secretary of the Glengarry Farmers Mutual 
Fire Insurance Company at its annual meeting held in Toronto on the 24th and 
25th of February, 1914, that the interests of the insurance companies are very 
seriously prejudiced by the operation of clause “298” of the Railway Act of 
Canada, which deals with liability of Railway Companies for property destroyed 
by fire originating from the operation of railways; and whereas if such property 
is insured in an insurance company, neither the individual owner of such 
property nor the insurance company carrying the risk, have a recourse against 
the railway company for such loss as may have been covered by the policy of the 
insurance company; and whereas the numerous railways now traversing the 
country establishes an ever-increasing menace to property contiguous to lines 
of railway transportation: Be it therefore resolved that the Dominion Minister 
of Railways be petitioned to so amend the Act as to place property owners and 
insurance companies in the same position towards railway companies as to fire 
losses, as they occupied prior to the passing of clause No. 298 of the Railway 


Act of Canada; 


And that a copy of this resolution be properly attested by the president 
and secretary of this Association and forwarded to the Dominion Minister of 
Railways. (Carried.)” ot: 


At a session of the above Association held at Toronto, 28th February, 1917, 
it was verbally agreed that the Secretary of each Mutual Farmers’ Company would 
get in touch with their representative in the Dominion House, and request him to 
use whatever means at his disposal to bring pressure on the Government to enact 
legislation along the lines suggested. : 

The Secretary of the Association was instructed to correspond with the Canadian 
Council of Agriculture and the Dominion Underwriters Association for co-operation 
in seeking the above alterations to the Railway Act. 

1. We submit that from and including the word “ Provided” in the 10th line of 
section 387, page 160, to the end of said section should be struck out. ; 

2. That the whole of subsection 2 should be struck out. 


Vv. G. CHISHOLM. 
The Cuairman: Mr. Chisholm is here and wishes to be heard on behalf of the 
Mutual Fire Insurance Company, is it the wish of the Committee that he be heard. 
Agreed to. 


Mr. V. G. CHisHoLM: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Committee, I am here 
on behalf of the Mutual Fire Underwriters’ Association of Ontario. This Associa- 
tion is a convention of delegates appointed by the different Fire Insurance Companies. 


« 
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in the Province, numbering about 70. In reference to section 387 of the present 
Bill the last nine lines of the said section, and the whole of subsection 2, are the part 
complained of as adversely affecting Insurance Companies. The experience which 
we have had along those lines in 1913 may serve to illustrate our grievance. In that 
year Mr. McDermid suffered the loss of his outbuildings and contents on which he 
had a policy of insurance for $800. We paid the amount called for by the policy, 
the cause of the loss being traceable to a locomotive. A couple of weeks afterwards 
Mrs. A. D. McRae had a similar loss of her barns, the origin of which could be 
traced to a similar cause. We also paid the amount of her insurance, which was 
$1,300. Now, our Board of Directors felt that the Railway Company were respon- 
sible to us for the insurance money. I was directed to consult a solicitor in the 
matter. I laid the case before our solicitor on the 1st November, 1918, and this is 
his reply to me: (reads). 
CornwaLL, Ont., Nov. 1, 1913. 
V. G. Cutsuoim, Esq., 
Lochiel P.O., Ont. 


Dear Sir,—In response to your verbal enquiry to-day we have considered 
the position of the Glengarry Farmers’ Mutual Insurance Company in refer- 
ence to the policies held by D. J. McDermid and estate of the late Alexander 
D. McRae. 


If it were not for recent amendment of the Railway Act your insurance 
company would be entitled to the same protection and the same remedy against 
the railway company that the owner of the property is, with the effect that the 
railway company would have to pay the entire loss and the insurance company 
would not be bound to pay any part of it; but by an amendment of the Railway 
Act, 1-2, George VY, Chapter 22, Section 10, passed and assented to on the 29th 
May, 1911, the rights of the insurance company are taken away and the railway 
company is exonerated from paying any part of the damage which is covered 
by the policy of insurance. 

We send you herewith a copy of the amendment passed in 1911. We have 
no doubt whatever that this amendment does great injustice to Insurance com- 
panies. It practically takes away the rights which they formerly enjoyed and 
it is now in order for the insurance companies to attempt by a combined effort 
to get this Statute repealed. 


Yours truly, 
(Sgd.) MacLENNAN & COLINE. 


As we understand it, before the amendment to the Railway Act in 1911, the 
principle of fire insurance as it applied to losses covered by fire, the origin of which 
could be traced to a railway company, was set out in a long series of decisions in 
Canadian and other courts. By these decisions the law was thoroughly established 
that if the damage was caused by the railway company under such circumstances as 
would render it liable to an action by the owner of the property, then upon the pay- 
ment to the owner of the full amount of his loss by the insurance company, the latter 
was entitled to stand in his shoes and bring an action against the railway company 
in his name, or in their own name, to recover the amount of the loss. Under this 
amendment, made in the year 1911, the railway company is declared to have an 
insurable interest in all property along its line which is liable to be destroyed by fire 
from its locomotives and is thus authorized to insure any such property for its: own 
benefit. To this part of the amendment, no objection can be reasonably taken, as 
such insurance would be beneficial to all parties interested. The clause, however 
which does affect insurance companies especially, is the one which provides that 
where the property has been damaged or destroyed by a fire caused by a railway — 
company, the loss shall for the purposes of the act be reduced by the amount accepted 
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or recovered by or for the benefit of the owner in respect of his insurance. In this 
way the railway company receives the benefit of an insurance that may be upon the 
property without in any way contributing towards the cost of such insurance. 

The objection to this is that the principle is wrong. No insurance company would 


have any desire to obtain a revenue for providing insurance for which it did not hold- 


itself responsible, but, on the other hand, the railway is held to be entitled to the 
benefit of insurance for which it does not pay. The result naturally will be to take 
away the feeling of responsibility which the company should have and lessen the 
care that it should justly exercise to prevent fires along and on its right of way, and 
by this the risk of loss would naturally be increased and the prospect of profitable 
business for the insurance company correspondingly reduced. 

No demand, so far as is practically known, was ever made by anyone excepting 
the railway companies themselves, for this amendment to the law, and no one~else 
will benefit thereby. The insurance companies will certainly lose (if their policies 
along the railway track are not cancelled) and in addition, the owners of properties 
interested are almost sure also to suffer, as, in the state of the law before this amend- 
ment, they were entitled to receive from the insurance company the payment of the 
full amount of their insurance, and, only if this was equal to the full amount of the 
loss, or only if the full amount of the loss had been paid, was the insurance company 
entitled to look to the railway company for its proportion and in this way any 
owner of property who safeguarded it by a proper policy of insurance, was certain in 
case of fire caused by actionable negligence on the part of the railway company that 
he would suffer no loss whatever. I do not think I will take up any more time in 
connection with these resolutions, as they have been already fully set forth. 

The CrHatrmMan: Does any member of the committee wish to question Mr. 
Chisholm ? ; 

Mr. Nessirr: In its present form the bill provides that, “ Where the company has 
used modern and efficient appliances and has not otherwise been guilty of negligence, 
the total amount of damages sustained by any claimant in respect of the destruction 
or damage of such property shall, for the purposes of this section, be reduced by the 
amount received or recoverable by or for the benefit of such claimant in respect of 
such insurance.” How does that affect you? ? 

Mr. Cmsnorm: I understand the new clause is practically the same as before. 


Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: Mr. Nesbitt points out that there has been a serious altera- 
tion in the bill as proposed in favour of the Insurance Companies. As Mr. Price has 
drawn the Bill, the insurance company can only claim the benefit of the insurance in 
reduction of their lability where the railway companies have used modern and 
efficient appliances, and have not otherwise been guilty of negligence. If the company 
has been guilty of negligence it cannot claim the benefit of the insurance. 


Mr. Wrtcnei: (to Mr. Lawrence) May I ask if there are any practical spark 
arresters in use at the present time by railways that tend seriously to interfere with 
the production of. steam ? 


Mr. Lawrence: I am unable to answer that question. The Board of Railway 
Commissioners has made stringent regulations regarding the equipment of locomotives 
with fire extinguishers such as netting and the companies have put in a fire mesh in 
the netting in use. That is to say there is now a smaller hole in the wire netting so 
that there is not so much chance for fire or sparks to get through. At certain seasons 
of the year the engines must be so equipped. That is provided for by the Board of 
Railway Commissioners. I think the provision now made will eliminate a lot of the 
fires that have occurred in the past from this cause. At present I believe it would be 
almost impossible, unless something goes wrong, for a spark to escape through the 
mesh in that netting large enough to kindle a fire. 


Mr. Harrr: The railway companies, then, live up to the order? 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 221 
APPENDIX No, 2 


Mr. Lawrence: Yes, as far as I know. [If there are any that do not do so they 
would have to pay damages. As far as my personal experience goes of the railway 
company that I worked for, I have never known a fire started since their locomotives 
have been so equipped. 


* Mr. Wercuet: Is there any difference in the coal used? 

Mr. Lawrence: Not in the coal used in this part of the country. 
Mr. Srycram: Some accidents are likely to happen. 

Mr, Lawrence: Very seldom, I think. 


Mr. Styciair: We have provided for cases where accidents do happen. 


Mr. Lawrence: Yes. There may be cases where locomotives have started on a 
trip and the netting has broken in the front end; there may be a hole in it, and a draft 
underneath through which a large spark could escape. But there are men detailed to 
examine these appliances, who report on every trip, and the engine is not allowed to 
go out unless the netting is all right. 

-“Mr. WeicHeEL: Did this equipment not interfere with the production of steam in 
any way ?' 

Mr. Lawrence: It did a little at first. For instance, the Railway Companies 
adopted a sort of arrangement to go in near the front end of the boiler—or the smoke 
box as we call it, in front of the boiler—to clear the netting if it gets stopped up. 
The netting is liable to get stopped up and there was a little difficulty in that regard 
in the first place after the netting had been put in. I think, however, that has been 
overeume. 


Mr. Weicuet: Why not put in a practical spark arrester? 
The Cuarman: Mr. Smith, M.P., is here to be heard. If you have nothing 
further to ask Mr. Chisholm, I will call upon Mr. Smith to address the committee. 


Mr. Smiru, M.P.: I do not know that I am here particularly to be heard. I 
am interested in one of these Mutual Fire Insurance Companies, and would like to 
emphasize the statements made here this morning by Mr. Chisholm. In connection 
with the question put by Mr. Weichel, our experience is that whilst locomotives may 
be properly fitted, perhaps the fire occurs twenty or thirty miles away from the head 
office, and it may be days before we know anything of it. 

Then it is a practical impossibility to trace anything about the fire. “That is 
cur experience. J may say that three years ago we had a case similar to the one 
spoken of by Mr. Chisholm. It was some four or five days before the company was 
notified of the fire. It was started on the track, went under the fence and ran about 
10 rods to the barn, and the barn was soon in flames. The C.P.R. admitted they 
should pay for that damage at the outset, but I suppose they were a good deal like the 
company I have the honour to be connected with; perhaps they had overlooked the 
law. I can assure you, however, they paid good attention to it before they handed 
over the money, with the result, of course, that we had to pay the insurance and 
got nothing out of it. It seems to me that while the railway company has many 
rights, and it is proper that we should accord those rights to them, at the same 
time the insurance companies have a good many rights also. The result will be if 
those clauses are passed as they appear in the bill before us, mutual insurance 
companies will before long absolutely refuse to take a risk upon buildings contiguous 
to a railway line, and that, it appears to me, would be a most unfortunate thing. 
These men have a great many rights, and it would be no source of pleasure, it would 
simply be a matter of business with the companies, to refuse these risks. 

This is about all I have to say, except that our experience is very similar to that 
of Mr. Chisholm, and I dare say other mutual insurance companies have the same 
experience. 
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Mr. Sixcrar: I would like to get some information on this matter. As I 
understand this section, the railway company is liable in any case to pay $5,000, 
whether they are negligent or not. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: That is right. 

Mr. Sincuarr: What is the object of insuring the property when the railway 
company will pay? Why should the mutual insurance companies insure it at all, 
when they are sure of getting the $5,000, unless the property is worth more, and 
they desire to insure to cover the excess. 

Tlon. Mr. Murruy: ‘The answer to that, I presume, would be that when the 
insurance is taken they do not know whether the property is going to be destroyed 
by a‘spark from a locomotive or in some other way. 

Mr. Siri: They are insuring it for other risks than locomotives. If it is 
burned by a locomotive, that is one thing, but it may be burned in half a dozen 
other ways. 

Mr. Nespirr: You can put a clause in your policy to insure against all losses 
except losses incurred by fire from sparks from locomotives. 

Mr. Suirit: .I am afraid not. 

Mr. ion: Oh, yes. 

Mr. Srvcuam: It is a common thing to except certain risks. 

Mr. Smiru: J think the mutual companies have decided that they cannot. 

Mr. Nessirr: I cannot help that. I know something about insurance myself. 
T know they can put in an exception for anything. It is a pure matter of agree- 
ment between the party insuring and the insurance company. They can put in 
anything they like. 

Mr. Smiru: We cannot insure automobiles. 

Mr. Nespirr: You can if you take out a license to do it. 

Mr. Smiru: A mutual company cannot. 

Mr. Nessirr: If you take out a license you can. 

Mr. Srvciair: It is the simplest thing in the world. Some policies cover accidents 
from lightning and others do not. It is a common thing to exclude certain risks from 
certain policies, and there is no trouble at all about making a contract like that, and 
it strikes me that would cover the case, and if the fire occurred from any other cause 
the insurance company would pay. If it was caused by sparks from a locomotive, the 
railway company would pay. 

Mr. Surri: I do not think the mutual companies would complain very much if 
you ae make it absolutely clear to them that they could insert-a clause of that kind 
in their policy. 

Mr. Nessirr: Nearly all the mutual companies are under the provincial Act. 
Mr. Smith says that insurance companies would cut off these risks. That seems to me 
to be an extreme view. In our section of the country where we have a great many 
railways, I cannot remember a fire from a railway, excepting a crop fire. J cannot 
remember a building fire from a locomotive in the last ten years. The insurance 
companies are in the business to insure against fires, and if they do not have fires 
occasionally they would not get any insurance. As a matter of fact, that would be 
an extreme view, I should think, for the mutual companies to take, and I know the 
big corporations would not take such a view, because they are perfectly eens to 
insure properties right alongside the railway. 

Mr. SmirnH: But consider the rate they charge. 

Mr. Nessirrt: Not so much more. 

Mr. Smiru: About double. 
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; Mr. Nessirr: I represent both mutual and stock companies, and I may say that 
it is not very much more. The insurance companies are bound to-run the risk. That 
is what they are in the business for. 

Mr. SmitH: No doubt that is part of their business. 

The CHairman: Mr. Chrysler has asked me to have this clause stand as he was 
unable to be present this morning, and after the representatives of the insurance 
companies present their case perhaps we had better let it stand and proceed wit) the 
other sections. 

Mr. Nessitt: I would like to know from Mr. Chisholm what he thinks about the 
few lines I read to him. We must have railways as well as insurance companies, and 
if the railway companies use all proper precautions, is it not fair that they should have 
the right that is given them in this section ? 

Mr. CutsHotm: I suppose it is. 

Mr. Neszirr: I agree with Mr. Smith very much in his contention that it is 
almost impossible to prove that they did use these precautions. Mr. Lawrence says 
that it is very seldom an engine is allowed to go out of the yards until the smoke-stack 
is examined. I do not know anything about that. 

Mr, Jounston, K.C.: The onus is on the railway now under the law to show it 
has been examined. The railway company is made negligently: liable, so that in order 
to escape liability they must show that the engine has been examined. There is no 
doubt about the law on that point. 

Mr. SmitH: That is one of the difficulties. We do not want to go to law. A 
great many of the insurance companies cannot fight against the big railway corpora- 
tions. 

Mr. Nessitt: I have found it altogether different. The small corporation gener- 
ally gets the best of it with the jury. 

Mr. SmirH: The railway company can fight you to the bitter end. 

Mr, Nespirr: The part of the clause which strikes me as the worst feature of it 
is the paragraph which limits the amount to $5,000. I do not see why we should make 
that limit. I think they should pay the loss. 

Mr. Weicuen: Mr. Nesbitt will know that there are a great many insurance 
companies in my home town of Waterloo and I would like to get a little more informa- 
tion with regard to this matter. J would therefore ask that it be brought up at a 
later date. 

Mr. Nespirr: We have not reached the section this morning. We are just 
hearing these gentlemen. 

The Cuairman: You have presented your argument, Mr. Chisholm. 

Mr. CuisHoitm: Yes. 

Section allowed to stand. 


On section 350—Carrying His Majesty’s Mails. 
The Cuatrman: I have a letter from Brigadier-General Biggar, Director General 
of Supplies and Transport, which reads as follows: 
Ortawa, CANaDA, 
April 30, 1917. 


\ 


The Secretary to the Parliamentary Committee, 
Relating to Railway Act, 
House or Commons, Ottawa. 


Dear Str—Would you be kind enough to let me know, either by note or 
telephone, about what time clause 350 will be under consideration, as I am 
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anxious to be present and suggest an amendment. If you will kindly do so 
I shall be much obliged. 


Yours truly, | 
J. LYONS BIGGER, Brig.-General, 


Director General of Supplies and Transport. 


General Bigger is present now. Does the Committee wish to hear him? 


Brig.-General Bicgcrr: I want to call attention to part of that section which 
is now obsolete, which reads as follows: 


“His Majesty’s service shall, at all times, when required by the Post- 
master General of Canada, the Commander of the Forces, or any person 
having the superintendence”. 


In the old days we had a Commander of the Forces, when the original Act was 
drawn, but we have not one now. The forces are managed by what is called the 
Militia Council, and I suggest that instead of the words “Commander of Forces”, we 
insert the words to make it read “The Minister of Militia, or the Deputy Minister 
ef Militia”. 


Amendment adopted. 


On section 318—Traflic, tolls and tarutt. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I have a note in my copy of the Act that in the 3rd line 
of subsection 8 of section 313 the Chief Commissioner suggested that the words 


“or make an order in any case where it sees fit” be struck out. Have you a note 
to that effect, Mr. Blair? 


Mr. Buarr: Yes. : 

Mr. Nessirr: What are those words in there for? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not know. 

Mr. Nessirr: Supposing they were left out, what would be the effect? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That would mean the Board would have to make orders of 
general application. 

Mr. Nessirr: Does Mr. Price the draftsman say why those words were put in? 

Mr. Jonsnron, K.C.: I do not think he makes any comment. 

Mr. Nessirt: It seems to me unnecessary. 

Mr. Srycuarr: Is there a distinction between generally and a particular case? 
It says, “The Board may make regulations applying generally”. 


Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: J observe that Mr. Price has a comment which reads 
as follows: 


“In subsection 8, the words “or make any order in any ease where it 


sees fit” have been inserted to make clear the Board may deal with specific 
cases.” 


Sir Henry Drayton is evidently of opinion that these words should be of general 
application. 

My. Nespirt: J rather incline to Mr. Price’s view. 

Mr. Sivcuair: I think the section is all right. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C. I suppose Sir Henry’s idea is to cover the matter broadly 
by general regulation, and prevent probably a number of petty applications. 
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Mr. Nessirt: Yes, I can appreciate that, but there are many things that turn up in 
railway transportation. that are special cases, that will not occur perhaps once in a 
year. 


Section adopted. 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: We discussed a proposed subsection “E” of section 313 
yesterday, and I want to hand in a clause to the Committee. I have prepared the 
clause and now submit it. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Let us get your clause and have Mr. Chrysler look at it. 

Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: The proposed subsection “E” will read as follows: 


“Furnish such other service incidental to transportation or to the business 
of a carrier, or as may be customary or usual in connection with the business 
of a carrier as the Board may from time to time order, and shall maintain 
and continue all such services as are now established, unless discontinued by 
order of the Board.” 


Just at present we have a lot of incidental privileges which may or may not be 
under any other definition in the Act. Any incidental privileges that we have, which 
it has been customary and usual for us to have, and which we are now enjoying, should 
not be taken away from us, in our opinion, unless the Board so decrees. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Are you willing to limit that to what you now have and 
what is now usual? : 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Yes, I am not so strong on the first part of the clause as on 
the last, if the Committee thinks it should be put in that shape, but we do not want 
to have any privileges withdrawn on any technical suggestion that it is not something 
we now have. If it is something we now have it should not be taken from us unless 
the Board says so, whether it is traffic or accommodation or falls under any of those 
expressions. I will illustrate it by a number of things we now enjoy. For instance, 
the right to mill in transit if it becomes necessary, and the right to stop, the peak 
load, and a number of things over which discussion might arise rightly or wrongly 
as to whether they were included in any of these other clauses. Jf that has been the 
customary practice, if we have enjoyed that privilege, we do not want it taken away 
unless the Board says so. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Could we cut it down to an irreducible minimum and make 
it read as follows: 


“Furnish such other service as is customary or usual in connection with 
the business of a carrier and as the Board may from time to time order, and 
shall maintain and continue all such services as are now established unless 
discontinued by order of the Board.” 


That would be striking out the words “incidental to transportation or to the 
business of a carrier. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I have no objection to that. 

Mr. Nessirt: I do not like the word “no.” 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Leave it out. 

_ Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Simply leave it “as is customary.” I think you will have 

a better chance if you left out the words “incidental to transportation or to the 
business of a carrier.” 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Sinciam: Would this be a general law throughout Canada? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: Yes. 
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Mr. Srivcuam: Would it make any difference if the custom in one province were 


different from the custom in another Would it be clear 
Mr. McMaster, K.C.: There are businesses which 


what is meant? 
are only carried on in the 


east, and some only in the west. Some of the customs would not be of universal 
application, because the business would not be carried on. 


Mr. Sivcuair: If it were customary in Nova Scotia to carry lumber and allow 


it to be taken off the train.for the purpose of dressing— 


Mr. McMaster, K.C.: That is one of the matters we have in view. 
Mr. Srvcuair: Would it apply to a place where it was not customary ? 
Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I think not, but it is customary in Ontario, I think. 


The Cuamrman: It is understood the section stands. 

Mr. MoMasrrr, K.C.: At any rate the Board can 
custom becomes antiquated. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: Would it be possible to pass 
and allow this subsection to stand? 

Mr. Nespirt: Yes. 


take away the right if the 


the remainder of the section 


The Cuamman: Then the remainder of the section is passed and this subsec- 


tion stands. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Sir Henry Drayton suggested that the words “or may 


make an order in any case where it sees fit.” 


Section adopted; subsection stands. 


On section 315,—Equality as to tolls and facilities. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In the former Act it read 
“such” is not necessary. The words “or conveyances” 


. 


“all such tolls.’ The word 
are added in the first sub- 


section of this section, and the words “line or route” take the place of “portion of 
Pp 


the line of railway.” 


Then subsection 3 formerly read “the tolls for larger quantities, greater numbers 


or longer distances.” 


The word “carload” did not appear in the former Act. 


Mr. Nessirr: It is not customary to give a lower rate for less than carload lots. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: No. 
Mr. Nespirr: “The word “quantities” is not as speci 
Section adopted. 


On section 316,—Pooling prohibited. 


fie as carload. 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Mr. McMaster objected to this section yesterday. 


Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: I have a copy of the Interstate Commerce Act and what 
is aimed at there and what we wanted to conform to will be found in section 5 of 


that Act, which reads as follows: 


“That it shall be unlawful for any common 


carrier, subject to the pro- 


visions of this Act, to enter into any contract, agreement or combination with 
any other common carrier or carriers for the pooling of freights of different 
and competing railroads, or to divide between them the aggregate or net pro- 
ceeds of the earnings of such railroads or any portion thereof, and in any case 


of any agreement for the pooling of freights as aforesaid to the date of its 


continuance shall be deemed a separate offence.” 


Mr. Nessirr: That is exactly what I told you yest 
that is the offence, and then dividing up the proceeds. 


erday. It would be pooling, 
I made some inquiries as to 
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what had been aimed at in the American Act, and I found they often agreed in connec- 
tion with the shipments of large shippers, that there would be no competition between 
the roads for it, but that every one of them would take the shipments they chose to 
give them and pool those. Therefore the shipper had no competition and no advantage 
from the fact that there was more than one road. The American Act has made it 
impossible that that kind of thing could be done, and our Act says, “Unless the 
Railway Board permits it”. Why should it ever permit it? 

The Cuatrman: Is it likely to permit it? 

Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: I should think not. 

Mr. Pettier: Under the tariff, subject to the approval of the Board, could 
there be any profitable pooling ? 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: It might be we would be losing facilities. It might not be 
a question of charging us a higher rate, but we would not be getting perhaps the same 
prompt service or the same facilities. Where they were getting half of our business 
any way there would be no object in carrying our goods promptly or facilitating the 
carriage of our goods in any respect. 

Mr. Nessirt: The pooling of rates would be a very bad thing, but I cannot agree 
with Mr. McMaster that it would not be sufficient to leave the control in the hands 
of the Board. I cannot imagine the Board allowing pooling, as I understand it. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I don’t think they ever would. 

Mr. Sinctair: What would happen if that were struck out, Mr. Johnston ? 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C’: Mr. McMaster does not want it struck out. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I want to strike out the words, “without leave thereof 
having been obtained from the Board”, so that there shall be an absolute prohibition 
as in the Interstate Commerce Act. 

Mr. Sincuair: If you struck out those words what would happen, or who would be 
injured ? 

Mr. Nespirr: And who would enforce the Act if the Railway Companies did 
engage in pooling? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not know whether the Railway Companies want the 
words left in. There must be some reason for it, because the Committee will recollect 
that Mr. Chrysler said yesterday that he wanted to speak on the question. I would 
like to point out to Mr. McMaster these two safeguards which are provided in the Act: 
First, the Company is prohibited from making any pooling arrangements without 
leave therefor having been obtained from the Board. Next, it is also prohibited from 
making any pooling arrangements except in accordance with the provisions of this 
Act. 

Mr. McMaster, K:C.: That is so. 

Mr. Green: I think the section is all right as it stands. 

The CuamMman: Do not the provisions referred to by Mr. Johnston cover your 
objections, Mr. McMaster? . 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I suppose we can depend upon the Railway Board not 
giving the Railway Companies any such right. I don’t think the Board ever will do 
so. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: And then the Act itself does not seem to give them the 
right. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: The Act seems to be prohibitory. Of course the Board 
would never give Railway Companies such a right, or contribute towards their getting 
it. 

The Cuaiman: Is it the wish of the Committee that the section stand as it is? 


Section adopted. 
2-17 
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On section 332,—Competitive tariffs. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Two lines have been added to this section, “or may” (that 
is the Board) “in any case make a special order or direction allowing any such tariff 
to go into effect as the Board shall appoint”. 

Mr. Srvciar: Do all these tariff sections, taken together, mean that companies 
cannot cut rates without the leave of the Board? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Railway Companies cannot do that, it is expressly prohib- 
ited. That constitutes discrimination and is expressly prohibited by a section which 
we have passed. i 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Discrimination against whom ? 

Mr. Nessirr: Opponents or competitors. 

Hon. Mr. Lemrevx: That is not the object of Mr. Sinclair’s question. That had 
reference to the fact that a Company cannot reduce its tariff in favour of the public 
without the permission of the Board. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I do not think that is what Mr. Sinclair asked. 

Mr. Sivciam: I will tell you what I do mean: Suppose a man has 20 tons of 
freight at Vancouver. He goes to each transcontinental Railway Company and asks 
what rate he can get to Montreal, and perhaps secures a better rate from the Canadian 
Pacific than from the Grand Trunk Pacific, and then hands the business over to the 
former. Would a transaction like that be prohibited? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is absolutely prohibited. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Then, if a Railway Company is willing to reduce its rates, 
the Board can put its veto on it. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Under Paragraph (a), subsection 3, section 317, a Railway 
Company is debarred from giving any undue or unreasonable preference or advantage 
to any particular person or company. 

Mr. Nespirr: There will be no difficulty if the Companies want to reduce rates. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is if they do it generally. 
Section adopted. 


On section 333—Passenger tariffs. 


Mr. Macponett: Does this section deal with commutation tickets in a certain 
defined area near large centres of population? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No. 


Mr. Macponeti: Because the city of Toronto and other municipalities want to 
be heard with respect to the matter of commutation rates 

The CHamMan: I may say that the member for Peel (Mr. Blain) also wishes 
to be heard on the question. The town of Brampton, in his constituency, has been . 


discriminated against in favour of another place whose mileage from Toronto is the 
same as that of Brampton. 


Mr. Macponett: There have been complaints in regard to commutation rates 
from places along the lake front near Toronto. J think Mr. Blair knows something 
about that. 

Mr. Bua: Section 345 deals with commutation rates. 


Mr. Macponett: The cases I had in mind were those of people living at a dis- 
tance of say 18, 20 and 25 miles from big cities like Toronto and Montreal. In sum- 
mer the Railway Companies grant cheap rates to people living within a certain dis- 
tance of large cities. The same advantages have not been extended to other people 
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similarly situated in other districts. Because of that a complaint was made and the 
matter was brought up in the House on one or two occasions. 

Mr. Buair: That would come under section 345. 

Section adopted. 


On section 341—Filing and publication of Joint ‘Tariffs. 

‘Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It has been suggested by Mr. MacLean that a change should 
be made in the sixth line of this section, to read as follows, “ until such tariff is super- 
seded by another tariff or disallowed by the Board.” 

Mr. Nespitt: That is superfluous, isn’t it? 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The suggestion is that it should be, “Until such tariff is 
superseded by another tariff.” 


The CHARMAN: Shall the words “by another tariff’ be added to the section? 
Section amended adopted. 


On section 345—Reduced rates and free transportation. 
Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Now, this is where you deal with commutation tickets. 


Mr. Macponeti: I would ask that this section should stand because there are a 
number of people who want to be heard with respect to it. 


Hon. Mr. Lemmux: I would like to hear what Mr. Blain has to say about this 
section. 


Mr. Sinciuair: What is your point, Mr. Blain? 


Mr. Buary: What I have to say refers to commutation tickets, and it is a matter 
in which my own town of Brampton is greatly interested. Some years ago we enjoyed 
commutation tickets between Brampton and Toronto, which is 21 miles distant by 
railway. The privilege was cancelled and our citizens on making application to the 
Grand Trunk to have it restored, met with refusal. 

Hon. Mr. Lemizrux: On what ground? 


Mr. Brats: On the ground that the Company were not granting commutation 
tickets in that district. We found, however, that Oakville, similarly situated to our- 
selves, and exactly the same distance from Toronto by railway, enjoyed the commu- 
tation ticket rate. Our claim is that that constitutes discrimination against Brampton. 
The distance from Toronto to Brampton is exactly the same as from Toronto to Oak- 
ville, and yet Oakville enjoys commutation ticket rates which give it a great advan- 
tage over Brampton. The proposition now is that an amendment should be made to 
the Railway Act compelling Railway Companies to give commutation tickets within 
a cretain area—say 25 or thirty miles or whatever distance might be determined upon 
—adjacent to every city in Canada, thus placing all on the same footing. 

- Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Would you say every city? 


Mr. Buarx: Whatever the Committee may decide as being suitable. Brampton 
is a county town, but Oakville is not, although it has about the same population and 
the distance from Toronto is the same. The result of the discrimination is that people 
who would prefer to live in Brampton if they could get cheaper rate enabling them 
to go to Toronto and do business, because of the fact that commutation tickets are 
withheld from Brampton, locate in Oakvilla They pass by Brampton and go to 
reside in Oakville, whence they can go every day to Toronto to do business and return. 


Mr. MacponeLtt: J may say that a number of other places adjacent to Toronto 
have made the same complaint that Mr. Blain is voicing now. There are certain other 
districts which may be called favoured districts, which have a commutation rate, and 
it was said that insofar as Montreal was concerned that the railways had applied the 
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system Mr. Blain mentioned and established zones of some 25 or 30 miles, giving a 
uniformly cheap rate within that distance. 

Mr. Nesgirr: Do you want to force them to give commutation rates ? 

Mr. Macponretit: We want to prevent them discriminating between people living 
the same distance away from a large centre. 

Mr. Nessrrr: Railways give week-end tickets at a cheap rate from cities. 

Mr. Bua: Everybody gets the week-end tickets. 

Mr. Nessirr: From the cities, but not from the towns. 

Mr. Bian: Oakville gets commutation tickets, but Brampton does not. 

Mr. Macponett: I would suggest that Mr. Blain draw an appropriate clause and 
submit it to the committee—something that would prevent discrimination. 

Section allowed to stand. 


. 


On section 353,—Passengers refusing to pay fare. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: That simply adds the words “or produce and deliver up his 
ticket upon request of the conductor may be expelled.” 

Tion. Mr. Lemieux: There was a train running from Rigaud to Montreal, and 
trouble occurred simply because the passenger did not understand the conductor. I 
would not insist that every conductor in our province should speak both languages, but 
we should enact something to protect the public against unfair interference. 

Mr. Nesrirr: Whether a man ean speak English, French, German or any other 
language, if the conductor comes along and holds out his hand to the passenger any- 
body would understand what he requires. 

Mr. Stxcuatr: I do not like the words “or near any dwelling house.” It enables 
the conductor to put a man off the train with his baggage between stations. 

Mr. Nespirr: He should put him off at the next station. 

Mr. Macponetit: A man might board a.train honestly and find he had no money. 

The Cuamman: Is it the wish of the committee that the words “or near any 
dwelling house” be struck out? 


Mr. W. L. Scorr, K.C.: That means that any person who wants to ride free from 
oue station to another can do so. Supposing the man’s destination is the next station, 
he can board a train and they must carry him there. He rides free. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: But he does not go away from that station; he meets the 
policeman. Mr. Scott belongs to the Humane Society, and I would ask him, does he 
think an old or young lady, travelling on the railway, and having honestly forgotten 
her purse, should be ejected between stations ? 

Mr. Scorr: Do you not think the conductor can be trusted to act judiciously. 
This has been in the Act many years, and there have been very few complaints. 

Hon. Mr. Lemirvx: In the case Mr Scott refers to, the party would be put im 
charge of a policeman at the next stop. i 


Mr. Srnciair: I do not understand the ground of your objection, because the 
section says that every passenger shall deliver up his ticket upon the request of the 
conductor. That refers to passengers who have tickets, and who want to go to the 
regular-stopping place, but it does not refer to the passenger who wants to get off 
at a house between two stations. 


Mr. Scorr: ‘That is not my point; the point I want to make is that suppose 
a man gets on at Station “A” to go to Station “B” and does not pay his fare. If 
this section is amended as proposed, that man will have reached his destination 
before he can be put off, and he gets what he wants; the section as it is with the 
proviso that he may be put off between stations near any dwelling house is a 
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deterrent to people who might be disposed to take advantage of the provision 
requiring that they must be carried on to the next station. Tf, on the other hand, the 
man knows that he will not be carried free to the next station, and that he may be 
put off anywhere between stations he will not be disposed to take the risk. I submit 
it would be a great mistake to take out the words “or near any dwelling house,” as 
proposed; they have been in the Act for a long time and should remain. 

Mr. Macponeti: Under the next section, 354, if the man refuses or neglects to 
pey his fare, he is lable to be sued for it. “ 


Mr. Petter: As one who has handled many hundreds of thousands of passen- 
gers as conductor in years gone by, and having practical experience, I would like 
to urge that as Mr. Scott says this provision has been in the Bill for a great many 
years. When I was on the passenger train in 74 or 775 it was the law. If the 
proposed amendment is made to this section, those people desiring to get a free 
ride between two stations, will soon get acquainted with the fact that the law has 
been amended and will take advantage of it. In that way they will secure a free 
tide by getting on the train without money, knowing that the conductors will have to 
earry them to the next station. And it is not only the difficulty that arises with 
respect to that class of persons to which I have just referred, but if a man is really 
endeavouring to beat his way it is a good deal better to put him off near a house or 
a place where he can be looked after than it is to take him on to the next station and 
then get him put into jail for simply desiring, what any man would desire under 
the circumstances, to save himself from walking a long distance. No conductor likes, 
simply because a man is hard up, to turn him over to the police officer at the next 
station; that is the practical way in which the conductor looks at it. 

Mr. Srvcnair: Where do you find in these clauses anything that prevents the 
eonductor doing that? 

Mr. Pettirr: There is nothing in these clauses, it is the proposed amendment 
to which I am objecting. The clause is all right as it stands. 

Mr. Srncnarr: If the words “or near any dwelling house” are struck out what 
would be the result? Do you think it would prevent the conductor from giving the 
man over to the police officer at the next station ? 

Mr. Pettier: If those words are stricken out and it is provided that the con- 
ductor must take his passenger on to the next station, it will not make any difference 
as far as the conductor is concerned, but as far as the company is concerned it is 
going to create a condition of affairs that men will attempt to beat the company and 
get a free ride to their destination, and even if they do not get a free ride on that 
train as far as they want to go, they will wait at the station where they are put off 
for the next train going in that direction and so save their money. Now, in the 
case of a woman, or any person having lost their ticket, which has been spoken of 
here, no conductor will take action without first making inquiry. If the party claims 
that they have purchased their ticket and lost it, the conductor will go largely by the 
appearance of the lady or gentleman making the claim, and if he thinks they are 
respectable he will take steps to find out by wire whether their statement is true or 
not before putting them off. It is not only for the conductor I am saying a word, 
but the companies have rights also. 


Mr. Nessirr: J think there is a good deal in what Mr. Scott says. 


Section allowed to stand. 


On section 357—Refund of tolls. 
Mr Jounston, K.C.: This is one of the clauses Mr. MeMaster was speaking 
about. 
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Mr. McMaster, K.C.: This is the clause which both Mr. Chrysler and myself 
agreed ought to be amended. I have an amendment drafted, but I have not had the 
opportunity of showing it to Mr. Chrysler. I have had the amendment typewritten 
and hand a copy to Mr. Johnston and the Chairman. ; 


Section allowed to stand. 


On section 358—Traftic by water. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I turned up the Interstate Cammerce law on this subject 
and, as far as I can see, the Interstate Commerce Commission can only deal with 
steamboat traffic when it is controlled by a railway. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. McMasrer, K.C.: So far as I can read the Act, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission have not those powers they were supposed to have, and I thought I would 
like to call the attention of the Committee to that fact. What the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission reaches is, “Any common carrier or carriers engaged in the trans- 
portation of passengers or property all by railroad, or partly by railroad and partly 
by water, when both are used under common control, management or arrangement, 
for a continuous carriage or shipment,” which is very like the first part of the Act, 
but is not a bit like what the second part would result in. 

Mr. Macponeti: Of what date is the provision you have read? 

Mr. MoMasrrer, K.C.: January 1, 1917. 

Mr. Nespitr: As a matter of fact, I think that is right. 

Mr. McMaster, K.C.: I have not read the whole thing, and it may be that I am 
wrong in my conclusion, but that is as far as I got a chance to look at it this morning. 

Mr. Macponett: This section is an extremely important one, and it would be 
very desirable to have the Minister of Railways present before we dispose of it. 


Section allowed to stand. 


Committee adjourned until Tuesday, 15th instant. 


be 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons; Ortawa. 
May 15th 191’. 


The Commitee met at 11 a.m. 


The Cuarrman: Representatives of the Canadian Marine Association are present 
to-day, and wish to have a hearing on section 358. Tuesday is the first day on which 
we will have an opportunity to hear them, and if it is the wish of the Committee, we 
will appoint that day for the consideration of the section. 


Carried. 


The Carman: The Boards of Trade of Toronto and Montreal are asking to be 
heard also on Tuesday next, and there may be a number of other deputations too. 

There are some communications dealing with cattle guard legislation which 
should be placed on the record. . The first is a letter from R. McKenzie, Secretary of 
the Canadian Council of Agriculture, to Mr. E. W. Nesbitt, and is as follows: 


Winnipec, Man., April 17th, 1917. 
Mr. E. W. Nessirt; M.P., 
Ottawa, Ont. 


Dear Sir:—I am enclosing herewith a copy of the Amendments to the Rail- 
way Act, su@gested by the Canadian Council of Agriculture, also copy of a 
letter I have addressed to Mr. J. E. Armstrong, Chairman of the Special Com- 
mittee to consider a bill to consolidate and amend the Railway Act. 

This proposed Amendment is of vital importance to the stock growers of 
Western Canada, as the losses sustained by them through stock destroyed by the 
Railways each year, without receiving any compensation, is very large. 


Yours truly, 


CANADIAN COUNCIL AGRICULTURE, 
R. McKenzin, Secretary. 


Then there is a further letter from Mr. McKenzie to myself, which is as follows :— 


April 13th, 1917. 
Mr. J. E. Armstrone, M.P., 
Ottawa. 


Dear Sir: I notice by the press that you are Chairman of a Committee 
now engaged in consolidating the Railway Act, preparatory to having it 
submitted to Parliament after it meets on the 19th instant. I take the 
liberty of enclosing you copy of amendments to the Act which has been sug- 
egsted by the Grain Growers’ Associations of the West with a view to enabling 
farmers to more readily secure compensation for stock killed or injured on 
the railway tracks. 

For your information I may explain that these proposed amendments 
were drafted by the late Chairman of the Board of Railway Commissioners, 
Mr. George Mabee, ait the suggestion of the then Minister of Railways, 
Mr. George P. Graham. It was subsequently submitted by the Minister to 
a conference of representatives of the railways and farmer organizations, 
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the Hon. Clifford Sifton and the Minister of Railways, and agreed to in the 
form which I am submitting to you. It was afterwards submitted to the 
House, along with other amendments to the Railway Act, but on account 
of opposition from certain members of the House, in order to enable the rest of 
the bill to pass, the minister withdrew those particular amendments, but the 
rest of the bill passed and is now Chapter 22, “an Act to amend the Railway 
Act,” assented to May, 1911. 

Representatives of the farmer organizations asked the Hon. Mr. Cochrane, 
Minister of Railways, to have this proposed amendment put through in the 
session of 1913. The minister stated at that time that the Railway Act was 
to be consolidated shortly, and asked that the matter be deferred until the 
consolidation took place. 

By instruction of the Canadian Journal of Agriculture, I sent a copy 
of these proposed amendments to the Hon. Mr. Cochrane, Minister of Rail- 
ways, a few days ago. Now that consolidation of the Railway Act is under 
way, I hope that consideration will be given to this request of the Canadian 
Council of Agriculture. Almost invariably when claims are made on the rail- 
ways for compensation for stock killed or injured on the track, they shield them- 
selves under the provision of Section 294 of the Act, regardless of whether 
the animals got on the track through defective fences or lack of cattle guards, 
making the plea that the claimant has committed a prior breach of the Act 
by permitting his animal to be at large, whether they have been habitually 
so, or simply at large by accident, through the breaking of a pasture fence or 
gate or something of that kind. Most farmers prefer suffering the loss quietly 
rather than ineur heavy law expenses and get nothing, trying to collect dam- 
ages, through the courts, so long as the Act remains as it is 


Yours truly. 


It is understood that we place these letters on file in order that members of the 


House who eare to look over them can do go. 


Hon. Mr. CocuraneE: Cannot we take them as read? 
The Cuairman: Here is a memorandum of amendments to the Railway Act 


suggested by the Canadian Council of Agriculture in order to facilitate the getting 
of remuneration from railway companies by farmers and others for stock killed or 
injured on railway tracks. (Reads) :— 


“Section 254 of the Railway Act is amended by repealing subsection 4 
threeof, and enacting as subsections, 4 and 5, the following :— 


4. The Board shall have power upon application made to it by the com- 
pany, to relieve it, temporarily or otherwise, from erecting and maintaining 
such fences, gates and cattle guards where the railway passes through any local- 
ity in which, in the opinion of the Board, such works and structures are 
necessary. 

5. Where the railway is being constructed through enclosed lands, it 
shall be the duty of the company to take effective measures to protect the 
crops to prevent cattle and other animals entering upon or escaping from 
such enclosed lands. 


Section 294 and 295 are repealed and the following substituted therefor :— 


295. The company shall be liable to pay the full value thereof to the 
owner for all horses, sheep, swine or other cattle that may be killed or injured 
upon the company’s lands, through the operation of the railway, save where 
the killing is caused by reason of any person, 
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(a) failing to keep the gates at any farm crossing, at each side of the 
railway, closed when not in use; or Pets 

(b) leaving open any gate on either side of the railway provided for the 
use of any farm crossing, without some competent person being at or near 
such gate to prevent animals passing through such gate on to the railway: or 

(c) turning any animal upon or within the enclosure of. any railway 
company; or 

(d) except as authorized by this Act, without the consent of the com- 
pany, riding, leading or driving animals upon any railway and within the 
fences and guards thereof ; 

(e) permitting such animal or animals to stray or loiter upon any public 
crossing between the cattle guards on any railway.” 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Subsection 4 of the proposed Act covers the point dealt with 
in subsection 4 of the memorandum quite clearly. 


Mr. Carver: Absolutely, except that subsection 4 of the Bill says that the 
Board may, whereas subsection 4 of the memorandum says that the “ Board shall”. 
TI am perfectly satisfied with the clause as it stands. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Then subsection 5 of the Bill is a much more comprehensive 
one than subsection 5 in the memorandum. It goes a great deal further. 


Mr. Carveti: Yes, subsection 5 of the proposed Bill goes much further than sub- 
section 5 of the memorandum. The subsection in the Bill practically makes it incum- 
bent upon the railway company when it is constructing a new railway to see that no 
person suffers loss or damage from fences being torn down or cattle getting on the 
track. 


The CuairMan: There are a number of persons from the West here this morning, 
who desire to be heard in regard to the question of cattle killed or injured on the 
railway track. For instance, there are Messrs. McKenzie and Wood, of the Canadian 
Council of Agriculture. 


Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: Have they seen the clause in the Bill which deals with that? - 


Mr. Carveti: I was going to suggest that it might save time if you allow me to 
state my position with regard to this matter. I may say I have received a number 
of communications on this question and they appeal to me very strongly. My 
experience has been gained from a somewhat extensive general law practice, and I have 
been a great many times up against the propositions involved here. There seemed to 
be incongruity in the law as it stood, because section 254 of the old Act provided 
that a company shall fence and provide cattle guards, and I think these are the exact 
words: “Such fences, gates and cattle guards shall be suitable and sufficient to 
prevent cattle and other animals from getting on the railway.” Afterwards the courts 
held in two important cases, namely: in Becker vs. C.P.R., and Bourassa vs. C.P.R., 
that notwithstanding the railway company was negligent and did not have proper 
fences, gates, or cattle guards on the track, still if the owner of the cattle could be 
considered in any way negligent in allowing his cattle at large, the railway com- 
pany was exonerated from blame, even if the statute required them to provide fences, 
gates and cattle guards. Now, in going over the matter I find that section 276 of the 
Bill under consideration provides that there shall be fences, gates and cattle guards, 
and goes further than that. There was always some difficulty in the mind of every 
lawyer who had to deal with such cases as to what was included in the words “improved 
or partly improved lands.” The law, heretofore, provided that where the railway 
passed through improved or partly improved lands the railway company may not be 
required to fence the railway. Every practitioner knows that there was a great deal 
of difficulty in deciding what was improved or partly improved land. ‘Suppose the 
road went through the rear of a man’s farm, in which there were 50 acres of woodland 
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wnoceupied by him for any purpose whatever; still if his cattle strayed on that 
woodland, and got on the railway, it was very grave question whether the railway 
company was liable. That is now covered by subsection 4 of section 276 of the pro- 
posed Bill, because there the burden is put upon the railway company to fence, unless 
the Board of Railway Commissioners decide that it is unnecessary for them to do so. 
As far as I am concerned that is quite satisfactory. I take it that if a railway is to 
be constructed, if the Bill becomes law, the railway company must fence, unless 
special relief is given by the Board, and I take it, the Board will not relieve the rail- 
way company from the necessity of fencing unless there are good reasons for so 
doing. 

That brings us down to the next question, that of contributory negligence on the 
part of the owner. The old law provided, and the provision is retained in this bill, 
and I think it is reasonable, that if cattle are allowed to run at large within half a 
mile of a railway crossing, and they are injured on the crossing, the owner of the 
eattle had no redress. That seems to me to be perfectly reasonable. A man has no 
right to turn his cattle at large near a railway crossing, and then because they are 
killed at the crossing expect the company to pay the damages. But the interpretation 
of this statue was carried further than that by the courts: They held that no matter 
where or how, or through what negligence on the part of the company the cattle were 
killed, if the man himself were negligent, in not keeping his cattle properly im- 
pounded and enclosed, he had no right to redress. Section 386 of the proposed Bill 
meets this contribution of affairs, and as far as I ean see, it ought to satisfy any 
reasonable person, because the enacting clause provides that 


“When any horses, sheep, swine or other cattle, whether at large or not, 
get-upon the lands of the company, and by reason thereof damage is caused to 
or by such animal, the person suffering such damage shall be entitled to recover 
the amount of such damage against the company in any action in any court 
of competent jurisdiction unless the company establishes. se? z 


Then it goes on with the exceptions. If they can establish that the man’s gates 
were not kept closed, he cannot recover, or if the gates were wilfully left open he 
cannot recover, or if the fences were taken down, or if the animals were turned upon 
the railway, or if the animals were ridden upon the railway he cannot recover. That 
means, if the man were riding horses on the railway, or if the animals were killed at 
a highway crossing, the man would have no redress. If any of those exceptions were 
proved to have existed, the owner has no right of action, but unless some one of those 
exceptions exist, as I construe section 386, the owner has a right of action against 
the company, regardless of whether he turned his cattle on the highway or not, regard- 
less of whether his fences were adequate or not, or, in other words, these two sections, 
read conjointly, put the burden on the company of fencing every mile of railway 
which they possess, unless they are relieved from so doing by the Railway Board; 
and it is their duty to keep the fences in repair, and pay the liability, unless the owner 
of the cattle has been guilty of some negligence as set forth in the exceptions in 
section 386. Therefore, while I must confess that when I made the request that a 
day be set aside for this section, I have to admit that I had not read it over carefully; 
but after having done so, and after having compared it with the decisions, I am 
satisfied. JI have half a dozen letters from railway companies in the last four or five 
years referring to these two cases, saying, “ Surely, Mr. Carvell, you must have read 
Becker versus C.P.R. and Bourassa versus the C.P.R., and they decide that as your 
client was guilty of contributory negligence, therefore we are not liable.” Having 
read that section in connection with these cases, I am thoroughly satisfied that the 
Bill as drafted protects the public. 

Mr. Roperick McKernzin: Before we received a copy of this Bill amending the 
Railway Act, the secretary of our Association sent to the members of the Committee 
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certain proposed amendments to the Act. The amendments proposed by this Bill 
seem to meet the conditions we were looking for. Section 276, subsections 4 and Be 
are word for word with our proposed amendments, except that the word “ may” is 
used in place of the word “ shall” in subsection 4. We do not think there is any need 
of pressing for that change, but we suggest that an addition be made to that section 
to the following effect: 


“That nothing herein contained shall relieve the company from liability 
under Section 386.” 


That suggested amendment is proposed in case the Railway Board relieve the 
company of building a fence in a certain district and animals get on the track and 
are killed. We submit that that should not relieve the company of liability under 
Section 386. 

Mr. Carver: It is section 276 that provides for the erection of fences. 

Mr. McKenzir: It provides the penalty when animals get on the track. 

Mr. Carvett: But if section 276 provides that the railway company must fence, 
then, no matter how the animals got on the track, the company would be liable, unless 
it were in a case provided by subsection 4 of 276. 

Mr. McKenzie: That is the one I have reference to. If the Board relieves the 
company of fencing a certain portion of their railway, and in that portion of the 
railway animals get on the track, then we ask that this addition be made to the clause, 
that nothing herein contained shall relieve the company from lability under section 
386. > 

Mr. Carver: You want the company made liable, even if the cattle get in on 
the excepted portion? . * 

Mr. McKernzm: Yes, that is the idea. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: It does not appear to me those words are necessary. The 
company is liable under 386, no matter how the cattle got on the track, unless they can 


* bring themselves under one of these exceptions. 


The Cuairman: You are satisfied as long as the company are liable, no matter how 
they got there? s 

Mr. McKenzie: Yes. 

Mr. Jouyston, K.C.: You will see the company is made liable by 386, but the 
company must establish that the damage was caused by gates being left open, or the 
fence taken down, or the animal turned on the railway, etc.: so that if the Board under 
section 276, relieve the company, the company would nevertheless be liable, if the 
cattle got on the track. 

Mr. CarveLt: That seems to be the proper construction. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I do not think there is any objection to adding it, but I 
think it is surplusage. 

The CuamrmMaAn: You would be satisfied with it? 

Mr. McKenzie: If that is the way it works out, we are satisfied. 

The Cuamman: I do not think there is any doubt about it. Mr. Johnston says 
that is the proper construction of it. 

Mr. McKenzim: We say section 294 should be repealed. In the new bill it appears 
as section 208, almost word for word. Our objection to that clause was that whenever 
there was an action entered against a railway company in the west, as far as I know— 
at least I know of a good many cases of this kind—the railway companies always put 
in a defence that the animals were running at large, contrary to section 294, and very 
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frequently the railway company won out under that section. You will notice that 
section 294 contains these words: subsection 4: 


When any horses, sheep, swine, or other cattle at large, whether upon the 
highway or not, get upon the property of the company and are killed or injured 
by a train, the owner of any such animal so killed or injured shall, except in 
the cases otherwise provided for by the next following section, be entitled to 
recover the amount of such loss or injury against the company in any action in 
any court of competent jurisdiction. 

The railway company say that the owner of the animal committed a prior breach of 
the Act by allowing his animals to get within half a mile of the railway crossing; 
consequently he was out of court. That section 4 was repealed by section 8 of the 
amendment to the Railway Act in 1910, entitled “An Act to amend the Railway Act, 
assented to May 10th, 1910, Chapter 5”. Those words are contained in that same 
section, as follows: : 

When any horses, sheep, swine or other cattle at large, whether upon the 
highway or not, get upon the property of a railway company, and by reason 
thereof damage is caused” 

and so on. 

J wanted to draw your attention to the fact that this exception was always made 
in section 294, and then in the subsequent amendment to that section the words were, 
“Whether the animals were running at large or not on the highway.” But still the 
railway company successfully defended damage actions in cases were animals were not 
Tunning at large. 

Mr. Carvett: What objection would you have if section 280 of the proposed bill 
were read in conjunction with 386? : 

Mr. McKenzm: It appears to me that the words used there are nearly the same 
words that have been used in the previous Act, and section 294 was carried. 

Mr. CarveE.LL: Section 386 now entirely shifts the burden of proof. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: And uses the words “whether at large or not”. 

Mr. Carveti: It provides that no matter where your cattle may be, or how they 
got there, if they get on the railway track and are killed, unless the company can 
establish the fact that you opened the gate or tore down the fence on the track, they 
must pay. 

Mr. McKenzie: Suppose the railway company claims that it was through 
negligence of the owner, could they still recover under section 386? 

Mr. Carvett: No, whether the cattle were on the tracks or not. 

Mr. Macponeti: It is up to the railway company to show that the owner was 
guilty of negligence, or the company pays. 

Mr. McKenzie: That is the intention ? 

Mr. Macponetu: That is the effect of section 386, as I read it. 

. Mr. McKenzir: So far as we are concerned, I do not think we have any objection 
if that is the effect of that clause. 

The CHamMan: The first part of section 386 is as follows: 


When any horses, sheep, swine or other cattle, whether at large or not, — 


get upon the lands of the company and by reason thereof damage is caused 
to or by such animal, the person suffering such damage shall be entitled to 
recover the amount of such damage against the company in any action in 
any court of competent jurisdiction unless the company establishes that such 
damage was caused by reason of,— 


certain other things. 
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Mr. CARVELL : I would like to call your attention to another point, which, I 
think, you will see covers the ground. Are you a lawyer, Mr. McKenzie? 


Mr. McKenziz: No, sir. 


Mr. Carvett: TI thought you were by the way you argued the case. However, you 
evidently have read the case up pretty well. If you take the trouble to look up the 
two cases which the railways always put up to us, that is Becker vs. ©. P. R., and 
Bourassa vs. O. P. R., under the law as it stands today the farmer wins unless the 
railway company were able to prove that he had been guilty of some negligence; and 
these decisions might be produced as some evidence of negligence under the law as it 
stands at the present time. But under the proposed Bill, if we are right in our con- 
struction of it, the railway company loses under any circumstances unless they can 
prove that you wilfully did something, opened the gates, tore down the fences, drove 
your cattle on the tracks, or something of that kind. 


Mr. McKenzm: We are satisfied with that. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It would be pretty hard to establish that it had been 
wilfully done. 


Mr. McKenzie: The railway companies make use of section 294 of the present 
Act in seeking to have the farmer withdraw, or make a settlement for a smaller 
amount than his claim. They will tell him: ‘Here is the Act; the Act says you are 
not to allow your animals to run within half a mile of the railway; you did that; you 
are guilty; then you cannot recover.” 


Mr. Carvetit: That is because another section of this Act says if you are 
negligent you cannot win, and this is the evidence of your negligence. Now, the 
law is proposed to be changed so that no matter how negligent you were, the com- 
pnay must pay unless you have done something wilful. 


Hon. Mr. Cocuranre: The burden of proof is on the company. 


Mr. McKenziz: There is another point I was going to refer to. Paragraph 
(b) of Section 386 reads as follows: 


(b) Any person other than an officer, agent, employee or contractor of 
the company wilfully opening and leaving open any gate, on either side of 
the railway provided for the use of any farm crossing. 


The objection is that, supposing a tramp going along a railway opened a farmer’s 
gate at a crossing and left it open, it may be it is the pasture, and the animals get 
through that gate on to the railway, the farmer could not recover for accidents in 
such a case. I have known of cases of that kind, where the gate was at a distance 
from the farmer’s home, and where there were obstacles which prevented him from 
seeing that the gate was open. 

Mr. Green: The farmer in that case has not wilfully left the gate open. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: There is something in that contention. 


Mr. Carveti: I think so. You will notice there is a difference in Paragraphs 
(a) and (b). In Paragraph (a) it says: 


(a) Any person for whose use any farm crossing is furnished, or his 
servant or agent, or the person claiming such damage or his servant or agent,— 


Paragraph (b) does not provide that. 


Mr. McKenzie: When we come to Paragraph (b) it is any other person, “any 
person.” 
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Mr. Carvett: Mr. McKenzie, would you be satisfied if Paragraph (b)—I think 
that also would refer to Paragraphs (c) and (d)—were to read as follows: 


Any person for whose use any farm crossing is furnished, other than the 
officer, agent, employee or contractor of the company, wilfully opening and 
leaving open any gate, on either side of the railway provided for the use of 
any farm crossing. 


Mr. Macponetu: There it is, you see; it is in there. 

Mr, Jounston, K.C.: Mr. MeKenzie is quite right. If an entire stranger opened 
the gate, the company would be relieved. 

Mr. W. L. Scorr, K.C.: It would mean that the railway company would be deprived 
of the advantage of that clause. The railway company could presumably prove that 
no one of the persons excepted here, that is “an officer, agent, employee or contractor ” 
had done this. But in most cases it would be impossible for the railway company to 
prove who did do it. Therefore, if it is necessary for the railway company to prove 
that it was the person for whose benefit the crossing was put in who opened the gate, 
or some one acting for him, it would mean that the railway company would fail in 
any case practically. 

Mr. Carveti: If a railway company is allowed to send a dangerous object through 
the country at a speed of fifty miles an hour, why should they not be required to keep 
the gates closed ? 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: There is another side to it. The farmer leaves his gate open 
and an animal gets on the track. A train coming along at fifty miles an hour, strikes 
the animal and the ears are derailed, with the result that many people are killed. 
Surely there is some duty devolving on the people who have had these gates put in 
for their benefit. 

Mr. Carvett: The cow usually leaves the track before the train does. At any 
rate, I for one, think there is something in Mr. McKenzie’s contention. 

The CuarrmMan: What suggestion have you to offer, Mr. McKenzie? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Do you think it is sufficient for the farmer to be responsible 
for his employees and not for anyone else? 

The Cuairman: You have not prepared an amendment along the lines you are 
advocating now ? 

Mr. McKenzie: No, I have not. It is very easy to submit an amendment. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: I would say strike out paragraph (b) entirely, and leave it 
to paragraph (a). 

Mr. Macponeti: Supposing the farmer’s employees leave the gate open, that would 
make the railway company still liable. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If you read paragraph (a) you will see that, if the railway 
company establishes that if the farmer or his servant or agent or the person claiming 
such damage wilfully or negligently fails to keep the gates at each side of the railway 
closed when not in use, it is released from liability. 

Mr. Macponett: Yes. 

Mr. McKenzie: I have in mind a clear instance that came to my attention of a 
farmer a few miles outside of Winnipeg. The railway ran through the back part of 
his farm. His house was on the other side. There was a bluff of timber between his 
house and the gate. He supposed that officers of the railway, who were working on the 
track, opened the gate to get access to this block of timber, but could not prove it. In 
any event, it was somebody outside of the farmer that left the gate open. He did not 
notice the gate was open, neither he nor any member of his family was in the habit of 
going that way, and the first he knew that the gate had been left open was the notice 
that his cows had been killed, and. under this Bill, he could not recover damages. 
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The Cuamman: As Mr. Johnston has suggested, paragraph (b), the one you are 
objecting to, could be struck out of the Bill. Would you be satisfied in that event? 


Mr. Carveti: And paragraph (c¢) as well. 


Mr. Lawrence: There is another gate that the employees would not want to see 
left open. If you take that paragraph out, will it have the effect of causing people to 
become careless, and putting the onus upon a tramp, whereas someone else might have 
left the gate open, thus allowing cattle to get on the railway track, resulting in the 
derailment of a train and the killing of employees and other persons. Let me tell you 
that such cases have occurred in the past. J can recall two cases in particular in my 
experience, on a railroad, where an engine was running tender first, which is necessary 
in some eases. It was at night, cattle had got upon the track, the engine came along 
with no pilot and ran over the cattle, derailing the train and killing employees in both 
instances. I do not wish the farmer, or anyone else, to be deprived of getting damage 
for his cattle if they are killed; but I would like the committee to consider the matter 
carefully before anything is done in connection with it, and not throw the bars down 
entirely so that onus can be shifted to a tramp, or someone else, and the responsibility 
laid at their door of allowing cattle to get upon the track. I ask you not to go one 
single step in that direction more than is absolutely necessary. If there were a law 
prohibiting tramps, or anyone else not in the company’s employ, from walking on the 
railway track it would be a good thing, but until there is, it might not be advisable to 
remove this subsection. 


The CHamman: What makes you think that railway employees will be responsible 
if we strike out this paragraph ? 


Mr. Lawrence: If you leave the bars down it will give a chance to any person to 
say that the gate was left open by a tramp or somebody else walking upon the railway 
track. In any event it may result in accidents and the killing or injuring of employees. - 
In the course of my 35 years’ actual experience in railway work, I have never known 
a case where tramps have left gates open. 

Mr. McKenzie: In reply to the gentleman who has just spoken, I want to say, and 
in all sincerity, that no farmer is going to allow his gates to be left open wilfully, with 
the danger of having his cattle killed or maimed on the track, because in any event his 
loss is always greater than he can recover. You can therefore take it for granted that 
a farmer will exercise all possible care to keep his gates closed. If somebody else who 
happens to be passing leaves the farmer’s gates open, and the animals stray on to the 
track and are killed, the farmer is cut off from relief under the Act as proposed. 


_ Mr. Macponett: There is undoubtedly something in what Mr. Lawrence says. 
There should be some precaution adopted against the possibility of gates being left 
open and damage occurring to railway companies or their employees, to say nothing 
of passengers travelling on the road. It seems to me, therefore, the-paragraph in ques- 
tion is a proper safeguard to have in the Bill. 

' Mr. Carvett: How would you deal with the farmer who suffered loss because 
some person opened a gate and allowed the farmer’s cattle to get on the track. 

Mr. WEIcHEL: Let me give you an instance of what occurred last year in my con- 
stituency. A certain farmer lost three fine horses owing to some persons, he thinks 
they were boys, allowing the gates at the railway crossing to remain open. The horses 
strayed on to the track and were struck by a Grand Trunk engine and killed. The 
farmer being a Mennonite, and not wishing to have anything to do with the legal 
fraternity, had no recourse whatever. 

Mr. CarvetL: Serves him right. 

Mr. WeIcHet: However, he put his case before me and asked if I would take it 
before Mr. Weatherston at Stratford. I did so, and after a delay of some months the 
railway company disclaimed all liability but finally settled with the farmer because 
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they found he was a fine old gentleman. The company only allowed him $75 each for 
the horses. which were valued at $150 each. Profitting by his experience, the farmer 
bought a Yale padlock and put it on the gate, with the remark: “TI shall never allow 
a ease of this kind to recur. I do not want to lose any more stock. It’s an easy matter 
to put a padlock on and keep the gate locked and only to open it when I need to do so.” 

Mr. Macponett: The gate is there for the farmer. It is his own private Cross- 
ing and the matter is in his own hands, to see that every precaution is taken against 
the gate being left open. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Under section 277 the obligation rests upon farmers to keep 
their gates closed, and in section 407 there is a penalty provided in case they fail to 
do so. 3 : 

Mr. Macponett: If the farmer keeps his gate closed no danger will arise. 

Mr. Carvett: You would have to read that in conjunction with paragraph (b), 
which provides that a company is not liable in case any person other than the officer 
or agent takes down a part of the railway fence. You cannot lock a barbed wire 
fence, and if you relieve the company of the liability in the one case you would have 
to relieve them of the liability in the other. It seems to me that it is only fair to lay 
down the principle that the railway company must keep the fences up and keep the 
gates closed. I am willing to go that far. 

Ton. Mr. Cocuranr: But suppose somebody else takes it down? 

Mr. Carvery: The railway company has its section men to look after the track. 
It is their business to look after it, they are running a dangerous machine through the 
country. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They are running it for the benefit of the public too. 

Mr. Carvetit: Yes, secondarily. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurange: Oh no, primarily. 

Mr. Carvett: I feel very strongly on the point: the burden should be on the 
railway company to keep those fences, and cattle guards in order, and if damage 
results to the farmer’s stock, the company should pay him unless they can show he 
is guilty of some negligence. 

Mr. Macnonett: The Act must be fair, we all agree to that. It is hard enough to 
do even-handed justice to everyone, but it seems to me that where there is a farm 
crossing owned by the man who has the farm—it is there for his protection and his 
use, and he has the means of locking that gate up and putting the key in his pocket— 
and any loss or injury or damage taking place by reason of the gate at that crossing 


being left open, the railway company or its employees should not be responsible, but 
the farmer. 


Mr. Carvett: It is very easily seen that my honourable friend is not a farmer. 
T am, and know what I am talking about. 


Mr. Macponett: Look at the question from both points of view. 


Mr. Carvett: The farmer may get along for a few months with a Yale lock and 


key, but the following year when he comes to open that lock it will not be a key he 
will need but an axe. 


Mr. Scorr, K.C.: My point is that if paragraph (b) is struck out it will tend to 
promote negligence among the farmers. I think every class of people are apt to be 
negligent. JI do not think we can assume that the farmers will not be guilty of neg- 
ligence any more than other people, and if a farmer thinks he need not worry because 
whatever happens he will receive compensation, but there is no question but what 
he will be apt to be negligent, because the railway company will in no ease be able 
to prove who left the gate open. As to the amount of damages, my experience is that 
if the farmer goes to court he gets full value for his cattle. 
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Mr. Carveti: Yes, but with regard to that question of damages it always happens 
that the company tries to settle with the farmers without going to court. 

Mr. Sincrair: If the farmer is not guilty of negligence, he should get paid for 
his cattle. 

Mr. Scort, K.C.: The railway company will not be in a position to prove who 
left the gate open; the only case where the gate was left open in which the company 
will be able to prove negligence will be when the farmer is prepared to own up to it, 
but unless the company has that proof, it will be liable, and that will tend towards 
negligence on the part of the farmer and be productive of danger to the travelling 
publie. 

Mr. Carvetu: I think Mr. Scott has given us the answer to the whole proposition. 
He has referred to the tendency of jurors to give damages against the company; that 
such tendency exists may be true, but if it be true it is because the railway companies 
richly deserve it. It is because the railway companies up till very recent years did not 
treat the farmers fairly, they did not pay him, they put him off with all sorts of tech- 
nical objections, and, if they were not successful in that way, as Mr. Weichel says, they 
would ruin him by going to court and the consequence was he would rather suffer 
loss than go into court. I think my view is logical, and I hope that the Committee 
will not decide this question hastily, but that they will in some way decide it so as to 
protect the farmer. 

The CuarrMan: Mr. McKenzie informs me that he will be here for a few days, 
and he will prepare and submit an amendment to Mr. Johnston which will come before 
the Committee again for disposal. 

Mr. Carvetu: I will be quite willing to agree to that and I would want to con- 
sider Clause 3 as well. 

The Cuamman: Will you be willing to go on that Committee to confer with Mr. 
Johnston in reference to the amendment? 

Mr. Carvett: Unfortunately I have to leave for New Brunswick to-morrow, and 
will not be back until Tuesday. 

The CHAIRMAN: Then we will leave the consideration of that particular paragraph 
until you return and in the meantime Mr.-McKenzie will place his amendment before 
Mr. Johnston, so that it will be in shape for the consideration of the Committee when 
we next take up this section. Have you anything further to offer, Mr. McKenzie, 
upon this question ? 

Mr. McKenztz: Not on these points. 

The CuairMAN: Is there any other gentleman here who wishes to be heard in refer- 
ence to cattle-guard legislation ? 

Mr. R. C. Henpers, President Manitoba G. G. A. I wish to say, Mr, Chairman, 
and gentlemen of the Committee that the proposal which you have just agreed to will be 
entirely satisfactory, and, as far as I am concerned, I have no further objection to 
offer. I want, however, to be very clear upon this one point: our friend here (Mr. 
Scott), says that the farmers are apt to become negligent with regard to leaving gates 
open, and so get into trouble. But I want to draw your attention, gentlemen, to the 
fact that the railway company have their section men going up and down their railway, 
every day, and, if the responsibility is on the railway company when the damage is 
done by the farmer’s stock being allowed to get on the railway then the eyes of those 
section men would be cast towards the fence to see that they were in such condition 
that the cattle could not get om the tracks. The responsibility which this gentleman 
desires to place on the farmer might, I think, be very well shared by the employees 
of the railway company who are going up and down that line every day. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is understood that the proposed amendment is only as 
to paragraph (b) and (c). 
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Mr. Carvett: That is all, I do not think there is any objection to (d) and (e). 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I was going to ask whether the Committee could not now 
pass sections 274, 275 and 276, which is the fence section. Section 274 is the “ farm 
crossings” section. These three clauses stood over because they were all cognate 
clauses, until these deputations had been heard. 

The Cuamman: Will the Committee pass sections 274, 275 and 276. 


On Section 274—Farm crossing, live stock. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: What is the meaning of the words “ when at rail level?” 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Those are added words. : 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Does it mean that there is no responsibility on the com- 


pany’s part when there is an overhead bridge and subway? If so, that is understand- 
able, but does it mean only that? However, I have no objection. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 407—Safety and Care of Roadway—Leaving gates open. 


Mr. Carvett: What about the penalty clause? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: For leaving gates open or closed ? 
Mr. Carve.Li: Yes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is section 407, subsection “A.” 4 
Mr. Carvetit: Have you passed that yet? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, we have not come to it. 


Mr. Carveti: I want to call the attention of the committee to a certain matter. 
Mr. Mackenzie objected very strongly to a clause that provided that cattle should 
not be at large within half a mile of the.crossing. (Section 280). Perhaps it would 
be advisable to consider that in the light of section 407, because I cannot see what 
jurisdiction this Parliament has in the matter of impounding cattle, other than 
being used by the railway companies as an evidence of negligence. It is mere sur- 
plusage, because this Parliament has no right to say that horses, swine, sheep and 
cattle shall be impounded and put in a closed pound. You might as well say you 
would put them in my house. . 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not know. In practice, what that means is that very 
often the sectionmen take cattle to the pound, and it is a very summary and effective 
method of securing the safety of the public and the safety of the cattle. 


Mr. CarveLi: Suppose the sectionmen take my cattle and drive them off the 
right of way, and I come along and say, “I want my cattle back,’ who will win? 
Unless the sectionmen are appointed by the municipal authorities they have no power 
to impound cattle. : 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not know about their being appointed by the municipal 
authorities, but the Bill provides for the appointment of pound-keeper, ete., and 
somebody else prosecutes. 


Mr. CarveLL: What jurisdiction has this Parliament to appoint a pound-keeper 
in New Brunswick? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: He does not require to be a pound-keeper to drive a stray 
cow to the pound and lay a charge. 
Mr. MacponeLi: Any person who finds them at large may impound them. 


Mr. CaRVELL: it feel that the railway companies are entitled to protection. I 
would rather consider this as a fine or penalty, and bring it under this section 407, 
and then there is no question but this Parliament has jurisdiction. 
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Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: We have found it used just in the way I say. Some cattle 
are incorrigible. 

_ Mr. Carveti: I have no objection to it, but I think it is all surplusage. 

Mr. Macpnoneti: There are a great many matters of doubtful legality in the Act. 

Mr. Sinctair: Cattle are allowed to pasture where the land is not owned by the 
farmer who owns the cattle. There are villages with common pastures, and a diffi- 
culty sometimes arises there. The farmer cannot show that the animal was on his 
own property. 

Mr. Carvett: That is covered by section 386. 

Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: The provision in regard to going before a magistrate and 
laying a charge is not as immediately effective as this is. The jurisdiction has never 
been questioned, and I imagine it would be covered in case of dispute by the general 
power which it gives this Parliament to protect the cattle, and, as I have said, the 
public are interested, and the lives of the men who are engaged in operating have 
to be considered. 


Mr. Carvett: No doubt they would have the right to drive the cattle off the right 
of way, but unless they have some status under the provincial law I do not think they 
ean do anything further. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Oh, no; that is under the municipal law, but if there is any 
difficulty of this kind it is easy enough to arrange that there shall be a pound in the 
neighbourhood to which railway employees can drive cattle. It would be only in case 
of serious difficulty. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The cattle would not have any right to be there, and any 
one would have a right to impound them if there were a pound established. 


Mr. Carver: Yes, but this does not help them any. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 886—Cattle getting on railway. 

The Cuairman: Could we not dispose of section 386, all except the paragraphs 
which are asked to stand? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Could we not dispose of section 383 ? 

The Cuamman: I thought we could dispose of cattle guard legislation. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I ask to have that matter stand. 


Section allowed to stand. 


On Section 363—Tolls not to be charged until filed and approved. 


Mr. Sinciair: What does that mean? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That merely preserves the rights of express companies 
that were doing business prior to July, 1906, to charge tolls that it then had the right 
to charge for such period as the Board allows. There is no alteration in the Act. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It seems to me that was just a temporary bridge, to allow 
the companies to go on with their business until the Board had time to examine their 
tolls, and its usefulness is gone. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The whole proviso? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. 

_The Cuamman: The clerk has handed me a letter in connection with section 360, 
_ which I think should be placed on record. It is a letter from the man in charge of 
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the transportation end of the Fruit Growers’ Association of the province of Ontario, 
Mr. McIntosh, and. the letter reads as follows :— 


“Toronto, April 18, 1917. 


“Mr. J. E. Armstrone, M.P., 
Ottawa. 


“Dear Mr. Armstrone,—lI attended a sitting of the Railway Board in 
Ottawa yesterday, but did not have time to look you up. 

“During the hearing on express classification it came out that express 
companies, under the interpretation of the Act by the Railway Commission, 
have the right to refuse to carry any kind of shipment they may so desire. 
The fruit growers are up against this very thing at St. Catharines. The 
Dominion Express Company has an officer there, but refuse to accept fruit. 

“Probably you noticed in Tuesday’s “Journal,” I think, Mr. Walsh 
referred to the matter, stating it should be placed before the committee now 
considering the new Consolidated Railway Act. I agree with him, and believe 
it is in the public interest that carriers be not permitted to refuse carriage of 
any article or commodity without the approval of the Railway Commission. 

“You certainly would be doing a great public favour if you would look 
into this matter. 

“T may be in Ottawa in a few weeks. In the meantime let me know what 
you think of the matter. - 


“G. E. McINTOSH.” 


Have you anything to say, Mr. Blair, on this matter? 

Mr. Macponreii: He-alleges discrimination against fruit growers in the Niagara 
peninsula. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No, not that. 

Mr. Bram: It was a question, Mr. Chairman, whether express companies can 
refuse to accept traffic that it ordinarily carries when offered to it. The late Com- 
missioner, Judge Mabee, in the acetylene gas case, in his reason for judgment, said 
that it was open to the express company to refuse to carry certain goods offered. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: On account of the danger of explosion. 


Mr. Buam: That was the reason in that case, but apart from the character or 
nature of the article, the Chairman took the broad ground that it was competent for 
the express company to say whether it would accept or refuse goods. That happened 
to be a dangerous commodity. He did not confine his view in that judgment to that 
particular character of trafiic. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: What right would they have to refuse to carry an article 
if it were not dangerous? J can understand an objection to carrying dynamite or 
anything like that. 

Mr. Briar: I am just coming to that point. The question is being considered by 
the Chief Commissioner at the present time, but he has not yet given his ruling. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Is it the case from St. Catharines? 


Mr. Buarr: I do not know the particular case. I know we were discussing a few 
days ago the late Chairman’s judgment, and J know the present Chairman has not 
made up his mind or given a ruling on the question at the present time. His view, 
I think, = that express companies, as common carriers, are bound to carry whatever 
is offered. ' 


: _Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: Which they profess to carry in the ordinary course of their 
usiness. 
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Mr. Macponetu: If the Chief Commissioner should be of the opinion that the 
express companies are not obliged to carry whatever freight is offered, I think we: 
should know it at a sufficiently early date so that we can make provision in this Bilk 
that they shall carry as common carriers. 

Mr. Brain: I shall discuss the matter with the Chief Commissioner and let the 
Committee know. Speaking without special instruction, I think his mind is that as 
common carriers they are bound to carry. That is my view at the moment, but I 
will discuss it with the Chairman and let the Committee know. 

THe CuamMan: Mr. Blair will take this matter up with the Chief Commissioner, 
and let us know his opinion in a day or two. 


Section allowed to stand. 


On Section 363, Tolls not to be charged until filed and approved. Proviso. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is proposed to strike out the proviso. 
Mr. Macponretit: The proviso was put in originally for some special purpose? 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It was just a temporary provision. 
Section adopted. 


On Section 364, Board may define carriage by express. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.:' There are pretty wide powers under this section. 


The CuamMan: The section will stand until we receive a report from Sir Henry 
Drayton. 


On Section 367, Telegraph and Telephone Lines. 

The Cuamman: This clause is to be dealt with to-morrow, as I understand. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: This clause relates only to telephones and telegraphs for 
railway purposes. It does not deal with telephone companies, but it may as well stand. 

Section allowed to stand. 


On Section 368, Special Powers of Railway Companies. Electric and other 
power. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Sections 368, 369 and 370 are added, because, as Mr. Price 
says in his notes, it is the intention to avoid the necessity of having the details of 
these powers repeated in every Special Act. This section is adopted without change 
of meaning from what are known as the standard clauses. It has been customary to 
put them in the Special Act. 

THe CuHamrMANn: Mr. Lighthall, who represents the municipalities, and others, has 
asked that clauses 367 to 376 stand until the municipalities are heard. 


On Section 376, Marine Electric telegraphs or cables. 


Mr. Sincuair: Does this mean that we are bringing the cable companies under 
the jurisdiction of the Board, Mr. Johnston. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It means that Section 375 shall apply to marine electric 
telegraph or cables. We had better let this section stand until the preceding sections 
are dealt with. 


On Section 379, Annual Returns to the Minister. 
THe CHARMAN: Are there any particular objections to these? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There will be, because the words “every carrier by water” 
are added. We had better leave this section until Section 358 is disposed of. 


248 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Macnoneti: It is a part of the same matter. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: As the section stands it covers every person that runs a 
boat for hire. 

Mr. Sincuair: I think it would be a good thing to get returns from the boats 
that are subsidized. We are getting them now, but I do not know whether they are 
complete enough. We should have these returns. 


On Section 384. Statistics and Returns to the Board. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.:; Have you anything to say about this section, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: No, it is all right. ' 

Mr. Macponeti: Perhaps Mr. Blair may want ‘to say something about this 
section as to whether the Board wants enlarged powers. It is very important for the 
Board to get returns from the companies. Are the powers ‘wide enough? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The telephone companies are coming here tomorrow. The 
purview of that clause is widened so as to include railway, telephone, telegraph and 
express companies. Hitherto the Board has not had power to order telephone com- 
panies to make returns. No doubt the telephone companies will have something to 
say about that. 

Mr. Macvonetu: Mr. Blair may, in the meantime, consider whether these powers 
are ample enough. 

Mr. Buair: I have no special instruction about that section, but it was sug- 
gested d 
Mr. MacponeLi: By to-morrow you can be able to say. 

Mr. Buair: I will find out. 


On Section 385, Damages for Breach of Duty under Act. 


Any company, or any director or officer thereof, or any receiver, trustee, 
lessee, agent, or person, acting for or employed by such company, that does, 
causes or permits to be done, any matter, act or thing contrary to the provisions 
of this or the Special Act, or to the orders or directions of the Governor in 
Council, or of the Minister, or of the Board, made under this Act, or omits to do. 
any matter, act or thing, thereby required to be done on the part of, any such 
company, or person, shall, in addition to being liable to any penalty elsewhere 
provided, be liable to any person injured by any. such act or omission for the 
full amount of damages sustained thereby, and such damages shall not be 
subject to any special limitation except as expressly provided for by this or 
any other Act. 


Mr. Macponetu: Is this section new? 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is only recasted. I will read the Act as it was formerly. 


Section 427 reads as follows: 


Any company, or any director or officer thereof, or any receiver, trustee, 
lessee, agent, or person, acting for or employed by such company, that does, 
causes or permits to be done, any matter, act or thing contrary to the provisions 
of this or the Special Act, or to the orders or directions of the Governor in 
Council, or of the Minister, or of the Board, made under this Act, or omits to 
do any matter, act or thing, thereby required to be done on the part of any 
such company, or person, shall, if no other penalty is provided in this or the 
Special Act for any such act or omission, be liable for each such offence to a 
penalty of not less than twenty dollars, and not more than five thousand dollars, 
in the discretion of the court before which the same is recoverable. 


» Ale 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 249 


APPENDIX No. 2 
Then by 9-10 Edward VII, Chapter 50, Sec. 12, 


“and such damages shall not be subject to any special limitation, except as 
expressly provided for by this or any other Act.” 


There does not seem to be much variation. 

Mr. Macponeti: There is a substantial difference, I do not say it is not: properly 
changed, but in the section as we have it in the new Act it says “shall, in addition 
to being liable to any penalty elsewhere provided.” It makes it still more strict. I 
think that is desirable. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Are you satisfied, Mr. Chrysler, ‘with that clause? I have 
a note here that the railways wanted to be heard about it. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have no instructions about the matter at present. 

Mr. Sinciair: A person might disobey the Minister on some rules without any 
damages at all being incurred. This section makes him lable only for the actual 
damages that arise through his default. I can conceive of many cases where no 
damage at all can be proven, but where it would be improper to allow a man to break ~ 
the rule. 


Mr. Macponetu: In the old Act, he is held liable for any damages that have 
been sustained. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: In addition to the penalty? 

Mr. Macponeti: There is no penalty of the kind mentioned. 

Mr. Sinciair: Is he lable for an offence where no damage has been incurred ? 

Mr. Macponetu: If there is any penalty in that Act he is liable. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: He is also liable in an action for damages. 

Mr. Srvctair: A man would be criminally liable if he put a stick on a railway 
and a sectionman took it off before any damage was done. 

Mr. Macponeu: He is liable in addition for any penalty which any Act imposes. 

Section adopted. 


On Section 386, Cattle getting on railway. 
* THe CHamrMan: This section stands. 


On Section 387—Fires from locomotives. 

The CHamman: Mr. Chrysler, you asked that this section should stand. Are 
you now agreeable to proceeding with it? 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I understood the Committee had agreed to fix a day for 
hearing of operating officers of some of the railway companies. 

The Cuamman: Very well, let us hear them a week from to-morrow. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Are the railways not satisfied with the clause in its present 
form ? 

- Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: There are other sections also in regard to which they 
desire a hearing. : 

The CuHamman: If it is the wish of the Committee to hear the railway com- 
panies in connection with this section we will allow it to stand once more. The 
lumbermen have been heard in regard to it, and the Mutual Fire Insurance Com- 
panies also. 

Mr. Jonuston, K.C.: I was under the impression that the representatives of 
the Insurance Companies were satisfied when it was pointed out that the clause 
was amended. 
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Mr. Weicue,: I believe there are some further representations to be made. 

Mr. Sincuam: Is this not the section that Mr. MacMillan was desirous of a 
hearing upon? 

The CuairMan: Mr. Chisholm has been heard on behalf of the Mutual Fire 
Insurance Companies. It was for him that Mr. MacMillan was speaking. 


Section allowed to stand. 


On Section 388—Failure to properly equip trains. 


Wr. WeicHeL: I would lke to ask if the law does not require the rear end of 
all passenger trains to be equipped with what is called the channel gate, as a safe- 
guard against people falling off. I notice that in many cases this is not being done. 

The CuAmman: ‘There is a provision in the Act for the protection of the 
public. 


Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: Yes. 
Mr. Pettier: Section 890 reads as follows: 


No person injured while on the platform of a car, or on any baggage, 
or freight car, in violation of the printed regulations posted up at the time, 
shall have any claim in respect of the injury, if room inside of the passenger 
cars, sufficient for the proper accommodation of the passengers, was furnished 
at the time.” 


If no enclosure is provided at the rear of the train, a passenger is liable to walk 
off. I know conductors that have switched from the rear end, and on that account 
have been reprimanded. This protection could be very easily provided. It is one 
of those matters that a man in my position does not care to speak very much about, 
but the committee can readily understand the position, and for my part I am glad 
the gentleman brought the matter up. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You must remember, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
that you are legislating here in regard to a great many different classes of trains and 
a great many different rules It would not be reasonable to expect that all trains 
should be equipped in the same way that first-class express trains running on the 
main lines of railway, are. The suggestion brought up by Mr. Weichel is a new 
one to me, I never heard of it before; and I do not know whether it is possible to 
provide such equipment in the case of all passenger trains. I believe that the 
rear of trains is usually closed in with a chain or some device of the kind. On the 
the 1st or 2nd class cars they set up a gate; some safety device, I think, is almost 
always in use there. The rear platform is for the purpose of enabling passengers to 
get on and off of trains when stationary at a station; it is only in the case of the 
luxurious observation cars that passengers habitually make use of this part of the 
train. JI would like to ask whether the matter is not covered practically by Section 
388. You must have the standard of equipment according to the circumstances of 
the case. For example, one ought not to be too exacting where trains are operating 
in remote, new districts where perhaps only one passenger car at the end of a freight 
trian is run during the day. 

Mr. Weicuet: ‘That would be a mixed train. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is the point I was thinking of. It is difficult to 
legislate in a matter of this kind without exacting too much. 


Mr. Pettirer: We are speaking of cases where a passenger opening the rear 
door at night thinks he is going to enter another car and falls off the train. There 
is a contrivance by which the possibility of such an accident can be obviated. TI will 
not dilate on the point. It is far from pleasant for employees of a railway to be 
bringing up matters of this kind. 


, a | "6% 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT : 251 


APPENDIX No. 2 


Mr. Scott: Is not this a matter that should be left to the Railway Commission 
to deal with. 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: It is, under Section 289 of the Bill. 


Mr. Scott: Is it not better to allow the matter to rest there. The Board can 
tell in what cases it may be necessary to make certain provision better than the 
Committee can. 


Mr. Jonnstroy, K.C.: The Board has general power to make orders and regula- 
tions as to the equipment on trains. Under paragraph (L) of section 289 the Board 
may make orders, “generally providing for the protection of property, and the pro- 
tection, safety, accommodation and comfort of the public,” ete. 

Mr. Weicnei: I am quite willing to leave the matter in the hands of the Board. 


Mr. Macpnoneti: I want to speak on a matter of importance that arises under 
this section, and which I brought to the attention of the Minister of Railways 
recently with regard to the Intercolonial railway. The question was urged upon me 
by the Railway Mail Clerks’ Association of Canada, and it has reached an acute stage 
since the drafting of the present Bill. I do not think there is any provision in the 
measure to meet the case of the men I have in mind, that is, the railway mail clerks, 
who form a large and important section of our civil service. The ordinary mail 
ear on all our railways is a poor structure, composed entirely of wood, and without 
any buffer or protection of any kind. The mail car is usually right behind the 
locomotive and on the other side of the perishable mail car we usually find steel 
pullmans. It is placed between two steel cars, and from its flimsy construction in 
ease of accident or fire, is very rapidly demolished. A good many deaths have 
resulted lately from accidents to mail cars. My attention has been directed to them 
and I have been requested to urge that some proper provision be made in regard to 
mail cars on Canadian railways similar to that required in the United States by the 
Inter-State Commerce Commission. It is provided in the country to the south, 
in most states in the union at any rate, that railway mail cars should be made of steel. 
This has been found to give much better protection on the railways operated there, 
and I think the same provision is being favourably considered by the Minister of 
Railways of Canada in regard to Government railways. It seems to me there should 
be Some better protection for the railway mail clerks who are on duty in all kinds 
of weather and exposed to a great many dangers in one way or another. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If the matter commends itself to the committee sufficient 
time should be allowed the railway companies to provide the proper equipment. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Who owns the mail cars? 

Mr. Macponeti: The railway companies. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The railway companies furnish the cars, that is provided 
for in the contract for carrying the mail. 

Mr. Macponeti: Any one who has travelled by railway or observed trains at rail- 
way stations, must have been struck with the flimsy construction of the mail car. 
There it is between the steel locomotive and the steel pullman, and it does not stand 
one chance in a thousand of escaping intact in case an accident happens. In my 
opinion there should be a better type of mail car. I would think it should be con- 
structed of steel. I urge this matter in the interests of a very worthy and hard- 
working class of Government employees. 

The Cuairman: Do you ask, then, that the section should stand? 

Mr. Macponeti: I think it should be thoroughly considered in the light of the 
representations made. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Would it not be better to amend section 289, which deals 
with orders and regulations made by the Board, as to operation and equipment, so 
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as to give the Board power to deal with this particular matter instead of drafting 
a special paragraph to cover it? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think that would be better. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: It seems to me the point ought to be dealt with in paragraph 
(g) of section 289, where the Board has power, “with respect to the rolling stock, 
apparatus, cattle guards, appliances, signals, methods, devices, structures and works, 
to be used upon the railway, so as to provide means for the due protection of property 
and the public.” 

Mr. Macponreti: Railway mail clerks would not be covered by “employees,” they 
are Government officials. If a special paragraph were drawn giving the Railway 
Commission power to deal with this matter, I think it would be the proper thing to do. 

The CuarmMan: You could put in any government officials if you want to. 


Mr. Macponrti: I would deal specially with the class of officials I have men- 
tioned. ; ies 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: They would have to be specially mentioned, I think. 

Mr, Pevtier: If something of the kind were provided for, even although it might 
seem the Board had power to deal with the matter, it would act probably as a stimulus 
to them. 


The Cuamman: Mr. Johnston will prepare an amendment for submission to the 
committee, to section 289. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is the logical section for it. 


The Cuamman: Then it is understood that clause 388 carries. 


On section 391, Limitation and Defences. 


Mr. W. L. Best: In the memorandum submitted on behalf of the railway 
employees, you will, Mr. Chairman, notice we have proposed an amendment to this 
section. We ask that it be amended by substituting the word “two” for the word 
“one” in the fourth and sixth lines of subsection 1, of this section. The representa- 
tives of the employees are strongly of the opinion that the time for commencing 
any action for indemnity, for any damages or injuries sustained by reason of the 
construction or operation of the railway, should be extended to two years. In many 
of the provinces the time within which actions or suits for indemnity for damages or 
injuries sustained in the operation of industries other than railways is greater than 
two years. There does not seem to be any consistent reason why the limitations of 
this section as to railways should not be at least two years. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurange: Will not a man who sustains injuries know within one 
year that he is damaged? 


Mr. Brest: He will know that he has been injured, but I do not need to go outside 
the city of Ottawa to find an illustration showing why it should be two years instead 
of one. A locomotive fireman fell off the tender of a locomotive in the Hochelaga 
yard in November, 1914, just before the Ontario Workmen’s Compensation Act came 
into effect. He was a resident in Ottawa so that he would have come under the Act, 
had it been in effect, but he did not come under the Act, and it was 
over eleven months before the fracture in his limb healed, and before he knew 
whether he would be able to go to work again or not. The company offered 
him hospital and surgical expenses, and they amounted to something over $200. That 
was all they offered him. He did not desire to take action against the company 
because he wished to go back to his work again if he was able to, but it was a year 
before he knew whether he would be able to do so or not. He entered an action and 
asa result he got a verdict of something between $2,200 and $2,300, because, I think, 
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in the evidence, it was brought out in the examination for discovery, that he admitted 
some liability. Another case just mentioned to me was that of an engineer. He 
was running on the Grand Trunk at Toronto, I believe, and was injured and laid 
up for three years. It was almost three years before the leg healed, but he has since 
gone back to work. There are many cases where the fracture will not heal up readily 
—it may apparently heal up and then get. worse again—so that a man will not always 
know within a year how long it will be before he can resume work, if he is able to 
do so in any event. We have another case of a fireman who jumped off a locomotive 
a few months ago at Smith’s Falls where he was standing on a passenger train from 
here. He saw a yard engine coming, could not stop it, he saw there was going to be 
a collision and jumped, sustaining a fracture of his ankle; that man has been off a 
long time, and does not know just when the wound is going to heal up. There have 
been so many cases of injuries to railway employees of that nature, that we think 
it should be two years, especially when in other industries than the railways, they have 
more than two years and in many of the other provinces the same provision exists. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You do not understand, Mr. Best,.that a man does not need 
to wait until his damage is completely ascertained; he could begin his action, for 
instance, when he is able to walk about if he does not know how long it is going to 
last, you understand that? 2 


Mr. Best: I quite understand that, but the railway man does not think of taking 
action at all unless he is compelled to do so; he would much prefer to go back to his 
job again as soon as he is able to do so. Sometimes he is liable to lose his job 
altogether; he has no chance to get back if he takes action against the railway company. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I move that it be two years instead of one. 


Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: You are, sir, making a very important change. The great 
difficulty, Mr. Minister, js that if the thing is left over for two years it.is very often 
most difficult to get witnesses; the company may be able, of course, to do so in some 
eases, but the employees of a railway company are very often shifting about and, 
after two years have elapsed, you cannot get the men who have knowledge of the 
matter. 


Mr. Pettmr: I may be permitted to remark just here that there is a great deal 
of hazard in railway employment. Some of that hazard naturally belongs to that 
employment, and some is artificially brought about by the neglect of employees or of 
the company’s officials. The ranks of these railroad men are filled up from the best 
class of working men in Canada. It should be borne in mind that whatever the 
company pays them by way of compensation for injuries they may sustain while 
engaged in their occupation, it comes out of the public. This amendment that is 
asked for is just as much for the railway companies as it is for the men, and it is not 
going to kill anybody. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: It must not be lost sight of that this clause does not apply 
only to railway employees. In Ontario and Quebec, and some of the other provinces 
there are Workmen’s Compensation Acts, under which these cases are taken out of 
the operation of this Act altogether. The railway companies have to report all 
accidents at once, and these cases never come to the courts at all, so that in Ontario 
and Quebec—and it may be some of the other provinces, I am not quite sure of that— 
this will not apply to such cases as have been referred to. The difficulty that the 
companies should be protected against is, supposing some man comes along and says: 
“I was injured two years ago and I want compensation.” How the world is the com- 


_-pany going to find out anything about it. I have had cases against a railway com- 


apny where the claim was made within a year, and even in those eases I have found 
it very difficult to get the necessary information. 


Mr. Macponett: That same difficulty applies in any other kind of business. 
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Mr. Scorr, K.C.: A man brought an action here some time ago, some months 
after the accident, and it was extremely difficult to find who was on the gate at the 
time the accident occurred. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: It would be a very trifling accident you would not have 
notice of. ’ 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: No, very often cases, happen where they do not give notice to 
the company. 

Mr. Macponeti: Does not that same argument apply when accidents happen in 
the street, where it is most difficult afterwards to get evidence relating to it? 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: But the municipality must have notice within a month 60 
that they have an opportunity of obtaining evidence before it is too late. If you put 
in a proviso that notice should be given to the company within one month, it does 
not matter so much how long a period may elapse before the issue of the writ. But 
if a man comes along and brings an action for injuries sustained in an accident that 
the company has never heard of and which occurred two years before, that is not fair 
to the company. 7 

Mr. ©. Lawrence: I think if Mr. Scott will examine the records, he will find that 
Quebee has not any Workmen’s Compensation Act; the Act they have is not worth 
five cents to the railway employees. In some of the provinces the limitation is three 
years with regard to injuries. So far as the company having knowledge about an 
accident is concerned, I want to say that the railway company has the best system in 
force of any corporation in the world for finding out all about an accident. Every 
accident that causes a loss or disability is known to the railway company very 
promptly. The employees are bound to report it to the company, and they do report it 
and because this clause has been in the Act for some years past is no reason why it 
should be retained there and why the change should not be made. I do not mean to 
say that it should be extended for an unlimited length of time, but the existing limit 
should be extended for the simple reason that a man running a loGomotive, or work- 
ing as conductor on a train, has probably worked a lifetime to get up to the postion 
which he occupies, and if that man meets with an accident he is the last person in 
the world that will want to start an action against the company to recover any com- 
pensation if he can get over his injuries and retain his position. Starting an actioh 
against the railway company means, practically, that that man is out of a job and, 
at that age, he cannot go to another place and get employment,; he is not fit for any- 
thing else. I think it is a reasonable request we are making. Many of the representa- 
tives of the employes when this matter was discussed wanted to make the limit three 
years instead of two. 


Mr. Sinciair: I think the proposition is reasonable because other companies, 
like the steel companies and the coal companies, have to abide by the Statute of 
Limitations in such cases, and that is six years in most of the provinces. 


Amendment of Hon. Mr. Cochrane to substitute the word “two” for “one” in 
the fourth and sixth lines, agreed to, and the clause as amended adopted. 


Committee adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 
May 16, 1917. 


The Committee met at 11 o’clock, a.m. 


The Carman: This morning has been set apart for the purpose of hearing 
representatives of the different telephone organizations, and I understand that Mr. 
Dagger, who represents the Government of Ontario, also wishes to be heard. First I 
will read some of the correspondence on the subject. 

Mr. Macponeti: Under what section of the Act does this come? 

Mr. Jounstroy, K.C.: Section 875. The discussion will mainly centre on sub- 
section 7. 

The Cuamman: The first letter is from Mr. Dagger, and reads as follows :— 


* LEGISLATIVE BUILDINGS, 
Toronto, May 11, 1917. 


Re Bill No. 18—Telephones. 


Dear Sir—I beg to advise you that the writer has been instructed by the Attorney 
General to attend before the Special Committee on Bill No. 13, on Wednesday, the 16th / 
instant, for the purpose of submitting the views of the Government of Ontario with 
regard to certain suggested amendments to section 375 of this Bill. 

I am enclosing herewith a copy of these suggested amendments, together with a 
short statement in support of same. It is possible that a copy of these documents has 
already reached the committee through some of its members, but I am enclosing these 
in conformity with the request contained in your letter of the 3rd instant. 


Yours faithfully, 


(Sed.) F. DAGGER. 
Electrical and Telephone Expert. 
N. Ropiwoux, Esq., 
Clerk of Special Committee on Bill No. 13, 
House of Commons, Ottawa, Ont.” 


These are the suggested amendments: 


7. Whenever any company or any province, municipality or corporation, 
having authority to construct and operate, or to operate, a telephone system or 
line and to charge telephone tolls, whether such authority is derived from the 
Parliament of Canada or otherwise, is desirous that such telephone system or 
line be connected with a telephone system or line owned, controlled or operated 
by any other company, for the purpose of obtaining direct communication, when- 
ever required, between any telephone or telephone exchange on the one telephone 
system or line and any telephone or telephone exchange on such other telephone 
system or line, and cannot agree with the company for such connection, such 
first mentioned company or province, municipality or corporation may apply to 
the Board for relief, and the Board may, subject to the provisions of subsection 
4 (b) hereof, order and direct how, when, where, by whom, and upon what 
terms and conditions such connection shall be held, constructed, installed, 
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operated and maintained: Provided that wherever one of such systems or 
lines is within the legislative authority of a province, and there exists in such 
province a provincial board, commission or other body having power to make 
orders respecting telephone systems or lines within the legislative authority of 
the province, then the Board and such provincial board, commission or other 
body, may, by joint session or conference, or by joint board, on the application 
of the company or of any company, province, municipality or corporation above 
mentioned, and on such terms as are deemed just, order any such connection 
in respect of any such telephone systems or lines and anything deemed necessary 
or expedient therefor, and the provisions of subsection 3 of section 254 of this 
Act, with the necessary adaptation, shall apply to every such case. 

7. (a) No order made under the preceding subsection shall apply to the 
interchange of local conversations between persons using the telephones of two 
competing systems or lines where such telephones, systems or lines are both 
located within the municipal limits of the same city, town or village. 

7. (b) In every case where an order is made under the provisions of this 
section for connection between the long distance lines of any company and the 
subseribers of any other company, such other company shall pay the cost of 
terminating its connecting lines upon the switchboard of such first mentioned 
company at the point of connection, and the charge to such other company for 
each long distance conversation or message transmitted to or from points on the 
system of such first mentioned company shall be the established long distance 
rates of such first mentioned company. 

8. Upon any such application the Board shall in addition to any other 
consideration affecting the case, take into consideration the standards, as to 
efficiency and otherwise, of the apparatus and appliances of such telephone 
systems or lines, and shall only grant the leave applied for in case and in so far 
as, in view of such standards, the use, connection or communication applied for - 
can, in the opinion of the Board, be made or exercised satisfactorily and without 
undue or reasonable injury to or interference with the telephone business of the 
company, and where in all the circumstances it seems just and reasonable to 
grant the same.” 


Then follows a statement entitled “Re proposed amendments to section 375 of Bill 
No. 13, to Consolidate and amend the Dominion Railway Act”: 


“1. The long distance telephone lines and local exchanges in the majority 
of cities and towns in Ontario are owned and controlled by companies under 
Dominion jurisdiction. 
2. In Ontario there are some six hundred telephone systems under pro- 
vincial jurisdiction operating in towns, villages and townships. 
3. Public convenience requires that intercommunication be possible 
between telephone systems whether under Dominion or Provincial jurisdiction. 
4. Intercommunication already exists under agreements between a large 
number. of provincially controlled systems. Where, however, the interests of 
the Provincial and Dominion systems conflict the public convenience is ham- 
pered because of the fact that no legislation exists under which an order for -. 
interchange of service, which will be equally binding on the Provincial and 
Dominion systems, may be made. ; 
5. Ontario legislation provides that the Ontario Railway and Municipal 
Board shall order every telephone system under provincial jurisdiction to inter- 
change service with its neighbouring system, but, as the lines of the latter 
system in many cases terminate upon the switchboard of a Dominion-controlled 
system, no means exists in such cases of making an order effective other than i 
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by the duplication of plant and the rupture of relations between the Dominion 
and provincial systems. 

6. Section 375 of Bill No. 13 provides that the Board may order connection, 
for long distance purposes only, between a Dominion system and a system 
owned by a Provincial Government, municipality or incorporated company. This 
legislation does not provide for local and rural interchange of service. As it is 
more important that rural subscribers should have connection with their local 
centre and with their neighbours upon other adjacent systems, this legislation 
is necessary to enable a joint board to hear and determine applications for 
such connection, whenever inter-communication involves the use of the equip- 
ment of two systems, one under Dominion and the other under provincial 
control. 

7. The legislation, which the Dominion Parliament has considered desir- 
able in the case of affording the commercial interests long distance connection, 
is just as necessary in order to afford the farmers interchange of service with 
merchants and others with whom they do business in their local centre, whether 
it be a village, town or city. 

8. The Dominion Railway Act ignores entirely the right of the farmer to 
apply for relief in those cases where the only means of obtaining communica- 
tion with his nearest city, town or village is by means of connection with the 
Bell Telephone Company’s system. This places the owners of rural telephone 
systems entirely at the mercy of a Dominion company as regards the terms 
upon which such local connection may be obtained. 

9. It is also submitted, that the non-existence of any authority to deal with 
the matter of affording connection between local exchanges and rural systems 
places in the hands of a Dominion company the power to cut the lines of any 
Ontario system and isolate the farmers from their local business centre should 
that company disapprove of any order the Ontario Board may make in regard 
to interchange of service between rural systems. The probability of a Dominion 

. company carrying this power into effect has been suggested by counsel during 
the hearing of more than one application before the Ontario Board for a con- 
nection order between two Ontario systems. 

10. What is desired is machinery for the appointment of a joint board 
having jurisdiction’:— 


(1) To hear and determine applications for connection between two 
Ontario telephone systems in cases where the lines of one or both of these 
systems terminate upon a Bell switchboard and where in order to avoid 
duplication of local systems it is essential that the Bell company should be 
ordered to perform the necessary switching of the calls between the afore- 
said two Ontario companies. 

(2) To hear and determine applications for connection between, a 
rural telephone system and a local exchange of the Bell Telephone Com- 
pany. 

11. It is further suggested that it be made clear in this Bill that the Board 
in deciding the terms upon which long distance connection between a pro- 
vincial and Dominion telephone system shall be carried out shall consider only 
the cost of furnishing such long distance connection and shall not import into 
its consideration the question of competition.” 


There is a short letter from the Hon. I. B. Lucas. 

Mr. Nessirr: You have the correspondence in your hands. Would it not be bet- 
ter for us to proceed and hear the gentlemen present? 

The Cuatirman: It would take two hours to read all the correspondence, but I 
imagine that I have covered practically all the points at issue in the correspondence 


258 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 
, 7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


which has been submitted by Mr. Dagger. If not, the gentlemen who are present to-day 
will explain. So that if the committee will take the correspondence as read, and 
will be satisfied with having it embodied in the report, in order that the members 
may be able to read it, it will be satisfactory. 

Mr. MacponetL: You might read the letter from the Hon. Mr. Lucas. 


The CuarrMan: The letter from Mr. Lucas reads as follows :— 


Dear Mr. ArMstTRONG, 


re Railway Act Telephone Sections. 


I understand the telephone sections of the Railway Act will be dealt 
with by your Committee at the meeting on the 16th instant. 

Mr. Dagger of the Ontario Railway Board will represent the views of the 
Government before your Committee. 


I am, yours truly, 
‘ I. B. LUCAS. 
J. E. Armstronc, Esq., M.P., 
Ottawa, Ont. 


I understand that Mr. Dagger is to be heard this morning. 

Mr. Daccer: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Committee, I have been 
instructed to appear this morning on behalf of the Ontario Government, to represent 
the views of the Government in connection with certain suggested amendments to 
section 375 of the Railway Act. I may say that the Government of Ontario is inter- 
ested in this matter, because there are in the province of Ontario more telephones 
operated by what are known as independent companies than in any other province in 
Canada. These systems number in the neighbourhood of 600, with approximately 
80,000 telephones, all of which have been furnished by Ontario capital, the larger 
portion, probably 90 per cent, by the farmers of Ontario, and by reason of the extent 
of the telephone business comprising these rural and local systems in the province, in 
1910 an Act was passed by the Legislature known as the Ontario Telephone Act. Under 
that Act the Government has brought into existence a certain number of these systems. 
Part 2 of the Act provides that municipalities may establish and operate a telephone 
system, and there are to-day some 62 or 63 telephone systems in the province, which 
have been established as a result of the legislation passed by the Ontario Government, 
and to that extent the Government feels that it is responsible for bringing them into 
existence, and is naturally interested very much in the telephone proposition. The 
main object of the Government being represented here is the public interest. Certain 
suggested amendments have been drafted by the Attorney General, copies of which 
are in your hands. These amendments ask for practically three things. 

Mr. Nespirr: Which of these are the Attorney General’s suggestions? 


Mr. Daccrr: In the copy you have in your hand, the amendments suggested by 
the Government are in red. Part of the present Act is eliminated, and new words are 
inserted. This amendment asks for three things. The first is that subsection 7 which 
applies only to long distance connections, that it should apply to local and rural con- 
nections, as well as to long distance connections. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You would not ask, if a man had a telephone system in 
the city of Toronto with a hundred subscribers, that the Bell Telephone Company 
should give him connection with the whole of their local system. 

Mr. Daccer: No, that is not the intention. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: If that is so, why strike out “long distance” 2 


Mr. Daccer: It will probably be more convenient if I deal with each amendment 
in order. 
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Mr. Sincrair: Is your proposal to strike out “long distance” in section 77. 
Mr. Daccrr: Yes. 


Mr. Brain: Might I ask, is not the chief point of your request to the committee 
to-day that the Bell Telephone Company be compelled to accept long distance mes- 
sages from independent companies; is not that the point? 

Mr. Daccrr: That is one of the points. 

Mr. Buar: Is not that the chief point? 

Mr. Daccrr: Yes. 

The CHairMAn: Will you explain why you want to strike out “long distance” ? 

Mr. Daccrr: In the sixth line of subsection 7, you limit it to “long distance”; 
that is limited as to the terms, but not as to ordering the connection. I may say the 
position in Ontario to-day is this: the Ontario Telephone Act provides that the 
Ontario Railway Board shall order connection between any systems within its juris- 
diction. Now there are to-day some 500 or more telephone systems in Ontario who 
have no exchange of their own; their lines terminate upon the switchboards of the 
Bell Telephone Company. The Bell Telephone Company at present is giving the 
systems connection under an agreement, and the very fact that these agreements are 
in existence shows the necessity of the connection. But assuming that the company 
is unable to arrange what it may think are reasonable terms and, if for any reason, 
the parties may not agree to make an agreement they have no tribunal to-day to 
which these companies can apply to settle the terms or to order the connection. Long 
distance connection does not give local connection at the point where the long dis- 
tance connection is made. 

Mr. Srxcriam: Are you satisfied we have jurisdiction over-local *phones? 

Mr. Daccrer: There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. Nespirt: The reason you want to strike out “long distance” is that you want 
connection between the local companies, through the Bell. 

Mr. Daccer: That is it. I may say that several conditions have arisen in cases 
before the Ontario Railway Board which render section 33 of the Ontario Telephone 
Act, the section which provides for interchange of service, absolutely useless, because 
if the Board made the order they have to rely upon the Bell Telephone Company to 
do the switching. Now, here are one or two illustrations: I have in my hand a letter 
from the Lanark and Carleton Telephone Company, in which they say :— 


“Damymen’s AssociaTION oF EasterN ONTARIO, 
ALMONTE, July 16, 1915. 


“Mr. H. SMALL, 
Secretary Ontario Medical Board, 
Parliament Buildings, 
Toronto. 


“Dear Sm—The Lanark and Carleton Telephone Company have been 
paying the Bell Company $2.50 per phone for switching from their central in 
the town of Almonte, and $1 per phone for the phones at our own central at 
Union Hall, we have 190 phones at Almonte and 110 at Union Hall. The Bell 
Company have notified us that they intend to raise the rate at Almonte to $3, 
and as the long distance work off our lines is bringing the Bell Company a 
revenue of $40 per month, we felt that the increase is unfair. We are charging 
our people $12.50 per phone which only pays expenses, we are making no money 
out of the business. 


2—19 


260 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


“Tam taking the liberty of writing you to see if anything can be done to 
prohibit the Bell Company from imposing this extra rate. They have switched 
for us at Almonte for three years for $2.50, and there is no reason why they 
should raise the rate now. 

“Thanking you in anticipation of an early reply. 

“Yours very truly, 


(Sgd.) “T. A. THOMPSON, 
“Pres. L. and C. Co.” 


Now, I am not prepared to say whether that increased rate asked for by the Bell 
Company is fair or unfair; I do not propose to suggest anything of the kind, but the 
point is that this’ company must accept the Bell Company’s terms or go without the 
connection. 

Mr. Macponeti: Is your reason for dropping the words “long distance” to put 
the connections betweeen all telephone systems, hereafter, on the same basis as the 
long distance connection is now? 

Mr. Daacer: To enable the joint board to deal with applications of that nature. 

Mr. Macponett: I want to know why you want the words “long distance” 
stricken out; you want to reduce this matter to the basis of connection between all 
local telephones hereafter being on the same basis as the long distance connection is 
given now, is that your reason? 

Mr. Daccer: That is my reason, yes. Some time ago the Ontario Railway Board 
had an application before it which was made by the Ingersoll Telephone Company 
for a connection with a company known as the Burgessville Telephone Company; that 
company had no switch, all its lines being connected with the switchboard of the Bell 
Telephone Company. It happens that the Ingersoll Company is a competitor of the 
Bell Telephone Company, and at that hearing the counsel for Burgessville Telephone 
Company, Mr. Cowan, was the gentleman who represented the Bell Telephone Com- 
pany, throughout the application before the Dominion Railway Board for a number 
of years for an extension of the long distance connection to competing systems. This, 
I think, explains more clearly than I can the position. If you will bear with me a 
minute I would like to read what Mr. Cowan said (reads) :— 


“Mr. Cowan: When the Board adjourned for lunch I was pointing out the 
territory and the necessity of the village of Norwich to the life of Burgessville 
Company. Without the village of Norwich the usefulness of the Burgessville 
telephone system would largely fail or be materially reduced. 

“The CHarrmMan: And that depends on the Bell. 

“Mr. Cowan: And that depends absolutely on the Bell. They own Norwich. 
Their ’phones are established there and we have six lines going into Norwich 
and into this Bell central, which, as I have said before, they switch for us and 
connect up our subscribers from Norwich. 

“For that service the Bell Telephone Company receives in return a free 
interchange with the subscribers of Burgessville Company surrounding Norwich 
and for the service performed by the Bell in the town of Norwich the Burgess- 
ville Company pay one hundred dollars a year. Unfortunately or fortunately, 
as the case may be, the Bell Telephone Company being under the jurisdiction 
of the Dominion Board only, we cannot drag them here and thrash out on this 
one anvil all the troubles and differences and harmonize them and bring them 
into touch with each other and further unfortunately—and when I use that 
word, J am using it only im reference to this case—the amendments in the 
Dominion Act preclude any tribunal from ordering connection with a local 
exchange and the Bell Telephone Company. 
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Now, I want to make myself perfectly clear on that point. We are in 
the grip of the Bell as far as Norwich is concerned and we may say that the 
Bell is in our grip as far as Burgessville is concerned. A satisfactory arrange- 
ment has been made between these two companies and that arrangement is, as 
I have stated to this Board. Now, supposing any order which you may make 
would have the tendency on the part of the Bell to break the arrangement or 
terminate it, it has only got a year to run; and if they terminate it at the end 
of that agreement the Burgessville Company is not in a position to come to 
this Board and ask you to order a connection with the Bell in Norwich, because 
it is beyond your jurisdiction. I cannot, acting for the Burgessville Company, 
go to the Dominion Railway Board and ask them to order that connection 
with the town of Norwich, because that again is beyond their jurisdiction. 

The Cuamrman: That is, you cannot give the Bell, against the will of the 
Burgessville people, connection with all these lines. 

Mr. Cowan: No, but whether I can do that or not I cannot apply the con- 
verse and give the Burgessville Company connection with the Bell and there is 
no power that I can appeal to, and no tribunal which has authority to make it. 


And then he goes on further :— 


If the Bell Telephone Company cut the connection at Norwich or refused 
to continue the agreement after its termination, we could, at a considerable 
expense, connect our line around Norwich so that we could handle all the sub- 
scribers with the Burgessville Company from one to the other; but that means 
rural conversation; but the country villages and the post office, the express 
office, the telegraph office and all; which is literally the heart which dissem- 
inates the blood in a local telephone service through its system and makes it 
valuable, could not be reached by these subscribers. 


Mr. Nessirr: Apparently they were served by the Bell Telephone Company ? 
Mr. Daccrer: Yes. Then he concludes :— 


That arrangement may continue on, but supposing it does not continue, 
then what is to become of the Burgessville Company? They are shut out of 
Norwich. Ingersoll Company is not shut out of Woodstock. What becomes 
of them then? They are bound to fall into the lap of the Bell Telephone 
Company or go to the wall. There is not a subscriber on that Burgessville 
line that will pay for a ’phone there, the price that he is paying, if he cannot 
get access here and there. And I then say, Mr. Chairman, in all fairness, that 
any tribunal should hesitate before it forces a position upon this company 
which, if that position gets it into trouble it has not got the strength and the 
power to extricate it from. This argument would not count if my learned 
friend could say to me, “ Well, you can go to the Dominion Board of Railway 
Commissioners and make the Bell Telephone Company connect with you. 


And then he concludes :— 


I think it is unfortunate that all telephone companies are not under one 
tribunal and all railroads under one tribunal, so that this-question of province 
and Dominion could not arise. J think it would be in the best interest of 
everybody if it were in your power. You could then say, if we do a wrong we 
will set it right. 


Now, what is asked for in this amendment to subsection 7 is a tribunal in the 
form. of a joint board, where questions regarding connections at a local point, if that 
_ point happens to be controlled by the Bell Telephone Company, can be heard. 
2—194 
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Mr. Carvert: What would the Ontario people say if these questions went to the 
Dominion Board alone? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They would not have any right to kick. 

Mr. Daccrr: That is not the question. I would hardly : 

Mr. Carvert: You are representing the Ontario Government. I would like to 
have your views. 

Mr. Daccer: I think complications might arise. There would then be divided 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. Carvert: That is what I feel there would be under a joint board. 

Mr. Daccer: This amendment in regard to the joint board is exactly that which 
at present exists in connection with railways. 

Mr. Carvett: I appreciate that, but it is not law yet. I am assuming that this 


Bill 

Mr. Daccer: I beg your pardon. This law in regard to railways does exist. 
Only the other day there was heard in Toronto the interswitching case of the Metro- 
politan Railway in the town of Aurora and the Grand Trunk, which was settled by 
a joint board. It is exactly the same legislation that now exists regarding railways 
that we ask to have applied to telephone companies. 

Mr. Nespirr: I take it that you object to the Dominion Railway Board having 
supreme control. 


Mr. Daccrr: J have not been instructed by the Government on that point. I 
would not care to say what the Government’s view would be regarding the Dominion 
Parliament taking out of its hands any of its present powers. 


Mr. Srycnair: Do you think you have worked out all the difficuities that might 
arise by adopting the joint idea? Have you provided for a quorum, and who is to 
call the two bodies together ? 

Mr. Daccrr: That is already provided for in the Dominion Act and in the 
Ontario Act. J might say that at the last session of the Ontario Legislature the 
Ontario Telephone Act was amended as follows to meet this very case:— 4 

Where the telephone system or lines of any company within the legislative 
jurisdiction of the province of Ontario and the system or lines of any tele- 
phone company within the jurisdiction of the Parliament of Canada are situate 
in such proximity to one another as to make it practicable for such systems or 
lines to be so connected as to provide direct communication whenever required, 
between any telephone on the one system or line and any telephone on the 
other system or line either of such companies or any municipal corporation or 
other public body or any person interested may file with the secretary of the 
board, and with the secretary of the Board of Railway Commissioners for Can- 
ada, an application for an order that such connection should be made together 
with evidence of service of such application upon the companies interested or 
affected, and the provisions of paragraphs (b), (ec), (d) and (e) of subsection 
1 of section 131 of the Ontario Railway Act, with the necessary adaptation, 
shall apply to every such application, 


That is identical to the reference which is made in Bill No. 13. 
The CHairMAN: What clause? 
Mr. Daccer: Section 375, subsection 7. q, commencing at line 38 reads :— 


Provided that wherever one of such systems or lines is within the leiaiitiee 
authority of a province, and there exists in such province a provincial board, 


_ 
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commission or other body having power to make orders respecting telephone 
systems or lines within the legislative authority of the province, then the 
Board and such provincial board, commission or other body, may, by joint 
session or conference, or by joint board, on the application of the company or 
of any company, province, municipality or corporation above mentioned, and on 
such terms as are deemed just, order any long distance use, connection or 
communication in respect of any telephone systems or lines and anything 
deemed necessary or expedient therefor, and the provisions of subsection 3 
of section 254 of this Act, with the necessary adaptation, shall apply to every 
such case. 


Section 254 of the Dominion and section 131 of the Ontario Railway Act are 
almost identically the same. 


Mr. MacponeLti: Would you answer my one question? Would you not be com- 
plicating the matter and involving it by a reference to a Joint Board consisting of 
the Dominion Railway Board and a Provincial Board? The Dominion Board is 
competent to deal, and familiar with, matters of this kind. Would it not be simpler 
and just as effective to have a reference direct to the Dominion Railway Board? 
They could use the information that could be supplied to them by the various 
provincial Boards throughout the country. 

Mr. Daccrr: I venture to take exception to your statement that the Dominion 
Board is as familiar with the telephone business in Ontario as the Provincial Rail- 
way Board. 

Mr. Macponetu: The Dominion Board has control over Dominion Railways and 
telephone systems form a part of such railways. What is your reason for asking 
that the Provincial Board be associated with Dominion Board? 

Mr. Daccer: Because they are two separate Boards and there is the Bell Tele- 
phone System, and the provincial systems. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We have no authority over the Provincial Board, we have 
over the Dominion Board. 

Mr. Macponeti: We have no authority over Provincial Boards, we cannot legis- 
late them into this Act. 

Mr. Daccer: You have done it in connection with railways. 

Mr. Macponetu: No. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, you have. 

Mr. MacponeLti: We have no power to do it. 

Mr. Daccer: If a railway under the jurisdiction of the Province of Ontario, 
wants to interchange service with the lines of railway under the jurisdiction of 
Canada an Order is made by a Joint Board under the sections of the Railway Act 
referred to. We are asking the same thing in connection with the Bell Telephone 
Company. 

Mr. Macponeiu: Yes, but we have no right to enforce such order. If the order 
is not carried out this Parliament, or the Dominion Railway Board, cannot enforce 
it. There is the difficulty. : 

Mr. Daccer: It you go as far with telephones as you have done with railways, 
we shall be prepared to take our chances on the enforcement of it. 

Mr. Macpone,tt: What is your objection to leaving the matter to a quick and 
final reference to the Dominion Railway Board? 

Mr. Daccer: Simply the fact that it would be infringing on the rights of the 
Provincial Government to deal with provincial companies. 
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Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is nothing of the kind. It is the case of a provincial 
company asking a connection with a Dominion company. 

Mr. Macvonetu: That is what it is. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No authority but the Doniinion Railway Board ean give 
the power asked for. 

Mr. Macpone.i: It seems to me you would be infringing on Dominion rights if 
you legislate into this Dominion Bill what the Provincial Board can do. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: All you want to do is to control the Bell Telephone Com- 
pany, which has a Dominion charter. That is what you are after us for. 

Mr. Daccrer: And we want these agreements for local interchange to be subject 
to the control of some tribunal. ' 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Local interchange with local companies can be assented to 
by your Provincial Board, not by us at all. 

Mr. Daccrr: I beg your pardon, sir. Our Board has no authority to order the 
Bell Telephone Company to give connection to one of our companies, and if two 
rural systems terminate on the same switchboard, unless the Bell Telephone Company 
is willing by agreement to connect, there is no tribunal that can order it, as stated 
in the case I have quoted of the Burgessville and Ingersoll Company. 

Mr. Macpvoneti: If there are two provincial companies and there is friction 
between them as to interchange of rates or messages, what power has this Parliament 
to legislate that they shall interchange messages? We have no such power. 

Mr. Daccer: A joint Board would have the necessary power. 

Mr. Nessirr: Your Provincial Board now has the power where it is an inter- 


change between two local companies. That is what Mr. Macdonell’s question had: 


reference to. 
Mr. Macponeti: Yes, between two essentially local companies. 


Mr. Carveitt: Are yon not trying, Mr. Dagger, to get legislation so that two 
local companies can get connection through the medium of the Bell Company? That 
is what you are asking for, is it not? 


Mr. Daccer: No, what we are asking for is that where they are unable to make © 


an agreement 


Mr. Carvett: What you want is the right to make connections through the Bell 
Telephone Company so that the subscribers of one local company can talk to the sub- 
seribers of the other local company. 


Mr. Nessirr: I understand that where two local companies run into the Bell 
switchboard, you want the Bell people forced to connect the two if they want con- 
nection. 


Mr. Daccrer: We want to go further. 


The CuarrMan: Will you state in a few words exactly what you do want; there 
seems to be some confusion as to what you are asking. 


Mr. Daccrer: There are four or five different classes of telephone systems operat- 
ing in Ontario. One class is the class that has its own central office in a village or 
town, and is operating in rural districts adjacent to and for the Bell Telephone 
Company, as its local agent, the long distance lines of the company terminating on 
that switchboard, the Bell Company under an agreement paying them a commission 
on the long distance business which they handle. Then there is another set of com- 
panies that have an exchange in the country and build a toll line between that 
exchange and the Bell Telephohne switchboard in the nearest town or village, and 
connect with the Bell by a toll charge say of five or ten cents a message. Another, 
and probably the largest class, consists of some three or four hundred systems which 
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are built in the townships but have no central office whatever. Their lines come into 
the municipal limits of a town or village where the Bell Telephone Company is operat- 
ing, and they are brought in by the Bell Telephone Company and terminated upon 
the latter’s switchboard. ‘The Bell Telephone Company is their operator and under 
an agreement providing for payment of three, four or five dollars a year, whatever 
it may be, per telephone, the Bell Company switches these calls for these rural systems. 
Now, the position is this, in regard to the last-named company with no exchange and 
its lines terminating at the municipal limits of the town or village. If for any reason 
the Bell Telephone Company and the local company cannot agree, the lines are cut 
at the boundary and the investment of the local company is rendered absolutely 
worthless unless it duplicates, which is something the Ontario Government is anxious 
to avoid. Under those conditions the rural company is helpless, and what we want 
is to insert something in this Bill which will enable these disagreements between the 
Bell Company and a rural company to be settled and connection made on suitable 
terms. 
Mr. Brain: Are there many such eases? 


Mr. Daccrr: There are probably 400 companies connecting under those condi- 
tions. As I said before, I do not wish to criticize these agreements; they may be 
perfectly fair, but from the correspondence which the Ontario Railway Board has 
received from time to time there are causes of complaint and there is no remedy. 

Mr. Carvetit: Would there be, among the cases you have cited, any where the 
local company is parallelling the Bell, where there is competition between the two 
companies, or are they altogether in districts that have not been ueveloped by the 
Bell Company ? 

Mr. Daccer: Ninety per cent of them would be in districts that have not been 
developed by the Bell Company. 

The Cuamman: Very nearly an hour has been consumed in hearing the Ontario 
Government’s side of the case. 


Mr. Stycuarr: Is there anybody opposing this? 

The Cuamman: I understand there are a number of men present this morning 
who are anxious to be heard. 

Mr. Nusvirr: Before you retire, Mr. Dagger, will you allow me to ask you one 
question? So far as your knowledge goes, are there many grievances between the 
Bell people and the rural companies, such as you have just spoken of as to charges? ~ 

Mr. Daccrr: The Ontario Board has received quite a number of communica- 
tions, one of which I have just read to you. 

Mr. Nespirr: That is one where they propose an additional annual charge of 50 
cents. 


Mr. Daccrr: Yes. Here is another letter from the Adamston Rural Telephone 
Association (reads) :— 


Apamston Station, Ont., February 14, 1917. 
To the Chairman of the Railway Municipal Board, 
Toronto. 

Dear Sir—tIn April, 1910, when we built our rural telephone line to con- 
nect with the Bell system at Renfrew, they gave us a switching rate of five 
cents per call, which we are well satisfied with. Now they say they will cut 
our wires on March 22 if we do not pay them a flat rate of $5 per phone per 
year, 


Now, $5 a year per phone may be perfectly fair, but there is no tribunal to settle 
whether it is a reasonable or unreasonable charge. 
Mr. Nuesprrr: I see what you mean. 
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Mr. Daccer: There is another case I might mention; the Temiscaming & 
Northern Ontario Railway Board’s lines terminate at North Bay. There is no 
tribunal that could give the people in that northern country connection at North 
Bay. They could give them long distance connection beyond, but not with North 
Bay. 

Mr. Nessirt: Following that I would like to ask another question. Going back 
to the case where you say they were formerly charging 5 cents a message and now 
want to charge $5 a telephone, is there any reason why that should not be referred 
for settlement to the Dominion Railway Board? 

Mr. Daccrr: Jf that Board has the power, all right. JI would not like to say 
the Provincial Government would be perfectly satisfied with leaving the question 
to the Dominion Railway Board to be settled. ; 


Mr. Nespirr: They certainly would not have the power to force the rural com- 
pany to accept their judgment, but they would have the power to force the Bell 
people to accept their judgment. 

Mr. Daccer: And I suppose it might be possible for the Ontario Government 
to provide in its legislation that the rural systems should, if the provincial board 
concurred in the judgment, comply with its terms. I have not raised the question as 
to the expediency of the joint board having to deal with long distance connection, but 
in the cases I have mentioned. It is rather a serious matter where you have some 600 
telephone systems, and 500 of them dependent absolutely upon the Bell Company for the 
service, and no way to settle these disputes. There is another point I might mention, 
and that is the public interest. Ihave no doubt if they were asked, the majority of these 
companies would say they were perfectly satisfied with this agreement, because under 
these agreements it is not the company that pays, it is the public. I have a case in 
point, the Norfolk County Company. I have a statement by one of their directors, 
which states that they receive an income of $5,000 a year by reason of their agree- 
ment with the Bell Telephone Company, and the question was asked: ‘“ How is that 
$5,000 that you got from the Bell Company made up? Do you mean commission for 
handling long distance business?” and the answer was: “No, that is about 25 per 
cent of the $5,000. We get about $4,000 of other line charges.” Members of the 
committee will see that under that agreement the public pays $4,000 a year. The 
long distance service pays the other $1,000. That may be perfectly fair, but there 
is no one to adjudicate upon it. 


Mr. Nespirt: The Norfolk Company gets back at the other company. 


Mr. Daccrer: You can imagine the Norfolk Company is perfectly satisfied with the 
agreement, because the public is paying. 


Mr. Carvett: They get their revenue out of the smaller company. 


Mr. Daccrr: I may say that the view of the Ontario Government is that this 
idea of increasing the cost of a long distance message because there is a connection 
between two companies is not right. When a man pays a rental for his telephone, he 
should only pay the toll for his long distance message. 


Mr. Nessitr: In accordance with the distance. 


Mr. Daccer: In accordance with the distance. This idea of making subscribers 
pay a surcharge of 10 cents or more on the long distance call, simply because he does 
not happen to be on the Bell Telephone Company line, is not right. Take the village 
of Waterford, where they had this Norfolk County Telephone Company. When 
Waterford was operated by the Bell Telephone Company I could telephone to Toronto 
from Waterford, and pay just the established long distance rate. The Bell Company 
and the Norfolk Company came to an agreement whereby the Norfolk Company took 
over the village of Waterford. To-day you have to pay, as the result of that arrange- 
ment the established long distance rate of the Bell, plus 10 cents. 
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The Cuamman: I will have to ask Mr. Dagger to be good enough to conclude his 
remarks now and let us hear some other representative. We have spent an hour deal- 
ing with the local Government’s presentation of the case. I have read all the amend- 
ments which you or the minister have suggested, and I am sure you will see the wisdom 
of the committee hearing some of the outside men. 


Mr. Daccrer: I would like to say that the reasons for the suggested striking out 
the word “ compensation ” are stated in this document. 


- The CHamman: Your case is fully covered in the amendment presented by the 
Hon. I. B. Lucas. 


Mr. Brain: I would like to make a suggestion, although perhaps it is not a very 
good one, and the committee can take it for what it is worth. I understand the Bell 
Telephone Company are willing to concede very many points that are in question by 
the application that is here. How would it do to take up these points that they are 
willing to agree upon and let the Bell Telephone Company representatives make a 
statement. Then we can deal with the contentious matters. 


The Cuairman: Is it the wish of the committee that the Bell Telephone repre- 
sentatives be heard? 


Mr. Aime Gerorrrion, K.C.: With regard to the question as to whether there 
should be a joint board, or whether it should be settled by the Dominion Railway 
Board, we are not much concerned. We have no objection to proper machinery being 
provided for applying the law. We are inclined to prefer the Railway Board, and 
personally I fail to see any reason why it should be otherwise. The municipal cor- 
poration, as such, is a provincial creation, as is the provincial telephone company, and 
there has never been any difficulty in the Railway Board settling the disputes which 
have arisen between the Federal companies and municipal corporations, but whatever 
the law is, it must be applied to the case. There must be a tribunal and machinery 
for enforcing the law. We do not care how it is arranged, except we think the 
Railway Board has always been a satisfactory tribunal, and is the most logical 
tribunal. It is less cumbersome than other tribunals and is most efficient. That is 
all we have to say on that point. The next suggestion is that there be connection, 
not only for long distance purposes, but for local purposes. We are quite willing 
that that should be arranged. As a matter of fact, we have been giving by private 
contract connection for local purposes to everybody except to our competitors, and 
we are quite willing that the law should say that we should do as we have been doing 
for some years. We have connection with 675 systems and have refused connections 
to 74. We have connections with 89,000 telephones and refused connection to 8,000 
on the ground of competition. We are therefore willing to submit to the words “long 
distance” going out provided that we have a protecting clause inserted which will 
protect us as against competitors. We object to a small local system which is just 
beginning to compete with us in our own town asking the next day after its incor- 
poration to have the use and advantage of all our local system. That is our first 
difficulty, we want to be protected by the prohibition of any power to order connections 
for local purposes, where there is competition. The next point with which we differ 
is the question of compensation in the case of a competitor who secures long distance 
connection. We want to maintain the former lines of the statute as interpreted by 
the Supreme Court, confirming the decision of the Railway Board, to the effect that 
where there is competition the Board should be able to order compensation. There are 
a number of other points, of comparatively trivial importance, to which we desire to 
eall attention, but we want to be protected against the demands for local business 
from a competitor, and we want to have the right to refuse to give connection without 
compensation. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What do you mean by “competitor,” two systems in one 
town? 
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Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: We want to be protected in the case of competition by, 
say, a small company who want to have the use of our local system in the same town, 
and who although their plant is small and less expensive want to be placed in the same 
advantageous position as we are. 

Mr. Bennerr (Simcoe): In the case where a local line is coupled up with one of 
these competing lines in the same town or village, what then? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: If the rural line is going through the town I do not see 
how we could give connection with one and not with the other. 

Mr. Nespirr: What do you say about paragraph (a) of section 7? 


Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: I do not think the draft is quite broad enough; it is this 
way, we have two sources of competition—local business and long distance business. 
In other words, I can conceive of somebody building a long distance line between 
Ottawa and Montreal, with no local connections between those places, paralleling 
our long distance lines, and asking for the use of our local lines at both ends and we 
want to be protected in regard to local service against the competitor, not only in 
local business, but also a competitor in long distance business. The Ontario Govern- 
ment does not know what the full effect will be if the Bill passes in the suggested 
form, because the proposition will become, financially, attractive the moment the Bill 
is amended in the way suggested. A mere long distance line from Ottawa to Montreal 
will become an attractive financial proposition. Then with regard to 7 (a), the criti- 
cism is that it is limited to the boundaries of the municipality,.and you know, gentle- 
men, perfectly well, there are many places where the local system goes outside the 
limits of the municipality. We need to be protected as against long distance, as well 
as the local competitor, in respect to local service. It already applies with regard to 
long distance connection, but with regard to local service we want protection in the 
case of a long distance with local connection. In the case of a system extending 
beyond municipal limits is the Bell Telephone Company to give connection to those 
subscribers of that system outside the municipal limits and to refuse connection to 
those subscribers who are within the limits, or are you going to compel the company 
to give a competing company connection because they have some subscribers outside 
the municipal limits. 


Mr. Nessirr: You want the whole system included. 


Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: The local system should be included as a whole as regards 
competition. 


Mr. Nessirr: Supposing you have a town in which there is a local company who 
have some subscribers in the town and also some subscribers in the country. For the 
long distance message in the first place you charge them compensation for connection 
with you. : 

Mr, Grorrrion, K.C.: If the Railway Board authorizes it. 


Mr. Nespirr: You charge them compensation for connection with you, and you 
also charge so much for each message, say, 10 cents, by way of illustration, for any 
long distance message going over your line, whereas you may be benefited to some 
extent by the long distance messages which come into your line over the same rural 
routes. Have you any objection to these messages going through on the same charge? 

Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: Over which line? 

Mr. Nessirr: Over both; you benefit both ways. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: We benefit both ways if it is not a competitor. 


Mr. Nespirr: Suppose it is a competitor, to a certain extent, in the town it is 
not a competitor in the country, you have no lines in the country, and it might benefit 
these country subscribers. You make the usual charge, and you have to have your 
operators «at the central in any event. 
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Mr. Grorrrion, K..C.: The whole difficulty is a practical one, you cannot split up 
the system, I do not see how you can draft a law or a decision even of the Board, that 
will say when it is a competing system. 

Mr. Nessitt: You are willing to leave the settlement of compensation to the 
Railway Board 2 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: That is the present law; the Railway Board is not bound 
to give us compensation at all, even if it is a competitor, they can say there will be 
no compensation, or that there will be so much and in such form as they direct. We 
say that the Board should simply have the power to say that they think it is just, 
where we are forced to give long distance connection to a competitor and where there 
is no local business as a consequence, that we shall receive such compensation as they 
determine. 

Mr. Lavointe (Kamouraska): The Supreme Court must give compensation. 

Mr. Grorrrton, K.C.: No, “may” is not compulsory. Wherever we get it, it is 
because the Board thought it was just compensation should be. made. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: You are substantially content with clause 7 as it stands 
in the Bill? 

Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: Yes, strike out the words “long distance,” if you like, so 
long as we are protected, and, if that goes through, you will have to repeat the words 
with regard to compensation. 

Mr. Mippiesro: Have not the courts decided that by reason of the fact that 
compensation is provided for, you may make an extra charge? 

. Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: The Supreme Court have decided that may be the case 
that an extra charge may be made. 

Mr. Mippiresro: As a matter of fact, the extra charge has been made. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: In some cases, undoubtedly. 

Mr. Mippiesro: Just. because you have been, in certain districts, deprived of 
business by reason of competition arising from this connection, the Board have already 
decided that you were entitled to make the extra charge. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: Where they have been of opinion that in consequence of 
connection we have been deprived of business they have given us compensation. 

Mr. Mippresro: Following that to its logical conclusion, won’t that give you a 
virtual monopoly of all the business in Canada, first because you can refuse to take 
them except upon being compensated not only in the usual way, but because they 
have deprived you of some patrons ? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: We can trust to the Board applying some reason in that. 
Mr. Mippiesro: The Board has already decided, as I understand. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: That they “may.” 


Mr. Mippiesro: They are going to follow the precedent which 


Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: That is why we differed on the word. Your conclusion 
does not follow. If they are using our lines, they would be able to take clients from - 
us, then we should have compensation. 


Mr. Mippiegro: In other words, if they get some subscribers in a certain portion 
of the country which you could have gotten if they had not come in, then you are 
entitled to compensation ? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: We would not go as far as that. I doubt if that is a logical 
conclusion. And then I am sure the Board will not carry it out to that extreme. If 
that extraordinary condition happens—well, Parliament sits every year. 


Mr. Jameson: Would you take that attitude before the Railway Board? 
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Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: There is one difficulty. I probably won’t be asked. 

Mr. Jameson: That probably accounts for your attitude here. 

Mr. Mwouesro: Is it not a fact that the chairman of the Dominion Board gave 
a dissenting opinion from that of his colleagues? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: He was against us as follows: He said he was bound by 
statute; it was unjust to us; he said he did not think the law means it. Sir Henry 
Drayton’s judgment must be read in full. His judgment is this: As a matter of law, 
ne did not think the wording gave him the power—I am summing it up—but he 
added that he entirely agreed with the fairness of our position. You will find the 
express terms of the judgment in the memorandum we have submitted to the com- 
mittee. He did not think that in law he could give us what we were asking for. We 
are seeking that our competitors should not use our own tools to fight us. 

The Cnamman: Mr. F. D. Mackay, Treasurer of the Independent Telephone 
Lines, is here, and we will call upon him. 

Mr. Macponett: I would suggest that as far as possible the gentlemen who 
address the committee divide the matter up so that each one will deal with a certain 
phase. 

Mr. Nesrirr: Let them talk. 


Mr. F. D. Mackay: I will try to be brief and to the point. I heard the discussion 
that has occurred, and I will try, as far as my humble powers will permit, to meet 
what I think is the desire of the committee—to get the meat of the thing and get it 
quick. 

First.of all, I am speaking for the executive of the Canadian Independent Asso- 
ciation, an organization representing these local systems, both municipal—that is, 
most of the municipal systems in Ontario—and those operated by locally-owned or 
co-operative associations. I have with me here all the members of the executive, and 
the only reason we desire to say a word to you would be to state the conditions of 
_the agreements under which we are working with the Bell, to show the diversified 
character of these agreements and to be able to convince you of the necessity of estab- 
lishing some uniform plan of operation between the two companies. 

Now, let me preface my remarks further by this statement, that 75 per cent of 
these men in the telephone business, the men representing these systems here, were 
not ambitious to become telephone men. They were farmers, millers or something 
else in a small country village. I may say that the doctor played an important part 
because he wanted to reach his patients by telephone and save long drives in the cold. 
They went into the business because it was the only way they could get telephone 
service. Now, how were they going to get it? I may say that there is not a man in 
the business to-day that did not go to the Bell Telephone Company. What did the 
Bell Telephone Company say to the offers made? They said: “ Gentlemen, we won't 
accept; but if you are out three miles we want a hundred dollars.” They made a 
price that was prohibitive. ; 


Hon. Mr. Mureuy: <A hundred dollars for what? 


Mr. Mackay: A connection. What I say to you is this: when you come to con- 
sider our request for amendments, I want you to keep in mind the fact that where 
these systems came from; and why they come into existence. Further this Parlia- 
ment saw fit to give the Bell .Telephone Company a charter, as you know, the like of 
which could not be obtained to-day. They have powers which if Parliament granted 
to-day, the people would rise up in rebellion and sweep you out of existence. Every 
one recognizes that. When you have granted these powers and privileges, when these 
local companies came into existence because they had to, I ask you to put your 
sympathies not on the side of the large corporation, but, as representative of the 
people, on the side of the people’s companies. They are not in the telephone business 


~ 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 271 
APPENDIX No. 2 


to make money, but for the sole purpose of giving their local communities service, 
and with that fact in your mind, I want you to consider these amendments. 

First of all, let me refer to the statement of the gentleman who just sat down 
(Mr. Geoffrion) and to enlighten you on his remarks. Let me say that this fight in 
regard to this amendment has lasted eight or ten years; that we have spent tens of 
thousands of our own money trying to secure what we are asking you as the people’s 
representatives to give us. We have failed, and it is not my intention to try to trace 
our efforts to get this connection. All J need tell you is that we went about it in 
the best way we knew how, and we were defeated at every turn. There is an order 
of the Railway Board. Myr. Geoffrion says that the Board “may” give compensa- 
tion. Gentlemen, they have imposed it. To-day, if the Bell Telephone Company 
comes to the owner of these local companies whose agreement has expired, and they 
discuss terms, and the local man says: ‘ Now, we don’t like your terms; we think 
you are asking us to subscribe too much,” the Bell man can say: “If you don’t like 
these, we think they are reasonable, we know they are, you can take what you are 
given under the order of the Dominion Board.” In other words, that order of the 
Dominion Board is a club in the hands of the Bell Telephone Company to give them 
absolute control of every local system as far as the agreement is concerned. That 
may be denied; but, in practice, that is the fact, gentlemen, and you can get the 
facts, as I say, if you desire to question the men who are with me. 

Mr. Srvciarr: What order do you refer to? 

Mr. Mackay: The order of the Dominion Board issued after three years of fight- 
ing on our part. The order was issued in 1914. 

Mr. Carvett: What is the portion to which you object? 

Mr. Mackay: To that order the chairman dissented. I may say that Sir Henry 
Drayton’s dissenting judgment was entirely in accordance, as far as essentials are 
concerned, with our opinion. He did make certain references regarding the Bell 
Telephone Company, to the sadness and sorrow it gave him to deal with the interests 
of the Bell Telephone Company, but he said on the interpretation of the law that there 
was nothing for the Board to do, but that “the Bell Telephone Company would appear 
bound to afford the subscribers of the Independents just as much as members of the 
general public that may seek to go into a long distance station that the Bell Telephone 
Company at its own expense provides, all reasonable and proper facilities for the for- 
warding of telephone messages, a service which must be performed without discrimi- 
nation or preference.” 

Mr. Carvett: What did the Board decide? 

Mr. Mackay: The Board issued an order, and under that order they said that we 
must pay compensation for what? For the loss of the business that the Bell Com- 
pany was going to suffer; and, gentlemen, these local systems have been a continual 
source of new revenue to the Bell Telephone Company. These men have invested 
their money and built up their local systems, and brought their long distance cus- 
tomers to the Bell’s doors. 

Mr. Sincuair: You object to pay compensation ? 

Mr. Mackay: Yes. It is a new and novel law, that applies in no other business. 
If you are in any other line of business there is no talk about getting compensation 
for the business a competitor may take away from you. 

Mr. Nessitt: Just there, ordinarily there would be no request by the opposition 
for connection with the other company, you understand? You say if a competitor 
comes into a town in any business he does not ask compensation from the other fellow. 
In that case he would not ask accommodation from the other fellow. 

Mr. Mackay: Quite true. In this case the Bell have their long distance lines 
established there under special privileges given them. I understand that they are 
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supposed to serve the general public. The chairman of the Railway Board said that 
they are there to serve the general public. We are part of the general public. We 
are not only prepared to bring our subscribers to their switchboard, and right into 
their central office, but we have invested our own money and are willing to bring new 
subscribers to the Bell Telephone Company at our own expense and hand over the 
business to them. We are not asking any commission for doing that. We are simply 
asking them to take our subscribers and trust them the same as if they went into a 
booth in a railway station and asked for a long distance eall. 


Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: Would you be willing to grant that same privilege on your 
own line? 

Mr. Mackay: We are quite willing that any advantage that exists should be 
reciprocal. 


Mr. Turirr: Would you pay the regular fare? 


Mr. Mackay: We would be quite willing to pay the regular long distance. fee, 
and we are not asking for any divisions at the present time. 

Mr. Sinciair: You are criticizing the decision of the court rather than the law. 

Mr. Mackay: I am criticizing it to the extent of saying that it exists. My 
friend says it is only a case of “may,” but I say the Board has issued an Order. It 
has placed a club in the hands of the Bell Company under which they can say, “If 
you do not accept our terms then you must accept these terms and pay compensation.” 

Mr. Sixcuam: Assuming you are right, what is your remedy? 

Mr. Mackay: Our remedy is to amend the Act in accordance with the suggestion 
that was made, giving us the right. to use the Bell Long Distance line the same as 
any other class of the community. We are quite willing to submit to the inspection 
of our system as far as the standard quality of our equipment is concerned. . If our 
equipment is not up to standard do not allow us to connect with the long distance 
line. If it is up to standard we say there is no reason why we should not get that 
service if we pay the established tariff. 


Mr. Nespirt: Who pays the expense of making connection ? 
Mr. Mackay: We do. 

Mr. Nespirr: You do not want to pay any additional charge? 
Mr. Mackay: We do not. 


Mr. Sincuai: Am I to understand from you that if we amend the Act in accor- 
dance with this suggestion, the Company will not have the power to charge compen- 
sation ¢ 

Mr. Macxay: No, Sir, that is eliminated entirely. The Supreme Court differ, 
and the Dominion Board of Railway Commissioners differ, in the interpretation of 
the word “compensation.” ‘We say, therefore, eliminate it, so that there can be no 
further misunderstanding. Now in addition to that compensation a surcharge of 
ten cents was put on. If that ten cents had gone to the local men who had ten, 
fifteen or twenty thousand dollars invested in the local telephone system, it might 
have been reasonable and some excuse made for it, but that was not done. Of that 
sum, 7 cents goes to the Bell Company and 3 cents to the local company. We say 
that charge should be eliminated altogether. It is unreasonable to ask the local sub- 
seriber to pay that amount on a local system, and it is no less unreasonable to ask a 
man in Toronto who may call up a subscriber on Mr. Hoover’s system.” As far as 
the Toronto man is concerned, he is an innocent party, he had nothing to do with 
Mr. Hoover getting an independent telephone; nevertheless, if he calls Mr. Hoover 
over the Bell line, that Company says, “ You must pay us the 35 or 40 cents, whatever 
the regular fee is, and we will fine you 10 cents additional because Mr. Hoover has 
an independent telephone.” We say that is unjust to the man in Toronto. 
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Mr. Nespirr: Suppose they have the right to divide equally? 

Mr. Mackay: If there were no supercharge made there should be an equal 
division. 

Mr. Nuspirt: The reason I asked the question is because I use a rural phone and 
the Company I am connected with make a surcharge of ten cents. Now, should the 
Companies divide it equally? 

Mr. Mackay: We say there should be no surcharge, but if there is one, then let 
it work both ways. 


Mr. Nespirt: Personally, I find no reason to object. 
Mr. Mackay: We do not think there should be a supercharge. 


; Mr. Bennett (Simcoe): Assuming that ten cents surcharge is made, does the 
independent company get 3 cents and the Bell company 7 cents? 


Mr. Mackay: Yes, under this order referred to. 


Mr. Benyerr (Simcoe): Is there anything to compel the independent company 
to accept the 3 cents? Cannot they forego it if they wish? 


Mr. Mackay: I do not think the discrimination would be allowed. It would be 

a matter of discrimination because the men in Toronto would have to pay the 3 cents, 
which would be collected from him by the Bell company, and so there would be created 
a situation of discrimination which would be a source of trouble. So far as the local . 
company would be concerned, they could collect the 7 cents and pay it over to the Bell 
company. But they should not be called upon to do a thing like that just because the 
conditions are not fitted to suit the circumstances in a reasonable way. Now that, as 
far as the long distance service is concerned, is our claim. We have gone into the 
business because we had to. We have invested our money in local systems. We are 
prepared to bring those systems up to standard as regards equipment of lines, we are 
prepared to bring that connection into the Bell office at our own expense and we say 
that our subscribers who pay the regular long distance rates should get that long dis- 
tanace connection. 


Mr. Bua: I understand the Bell Telephone Company is willing to do that. 


Mr. Mackay: If so, we are very pleased, the Bell company has never beén willing 
to do that up to the present time. I might say there is a gentleman right here on our 
executive who gets the regular Bell long distance rates under agreement. That is only 
an isolated case, and that gentleman is here to-day anxious for a new agreement. We 
want to know what you are going to do. If you are going to confirm the present legis- 
lation then I can tell you you place every one of us in the hands of the Bell Telephone 
Company, and when the agreements expire they may give us a new agreement, or new 
terms. We want you to remove that club from their hands and let it be known beyond 
any question of doubt how this long distance connection is going to be secured. Now 
let me touch upon another matter. 


Mr. Nespitt: Just before you leave that point: You want to do away with the 
charge for compensation and the surcharge. You want us to legislate on these ques- 
tions in place of leaving the matter to any Board? 


Mr. Mackay: We want you to make it clear that the Board, as we say in the 
amendment, shall have control of the question. Let the Board decide whether our 
equipment is standard and whether it is reasonable to allow such a line as I have to 
connect with the Bell long distance line or not. The Board will decide that and will 
also say how much expense is to be borne by us in making connection. We are willing 
to leave that in the hands of the Board, but we do say, because there has been this dis- 
agreement in the Board of Railway Commissioners and in the Supreme Court, 
“ Remove that doubt and make it unequivocal and plain beyond any question. 
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Mr. Nespirr: But you want us to legislate on the surcharge and the compensa- 
tion charge. 

Mr. Mackay: Ve simply ask for regular long distance rates. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: You want to deprive the Board of any right to award com- 
pensation ? 

Mr. Mackay: That is the thought exactly. 

Mr. Lator: Where the Bell Telephone Company makes a reasonable arrangement 
with some companies and does not make it with others, does the fault lie with the 
local company on account of their acting unreasonably ? 

Mr. Mackay: No. 

Mr, Lator: But the Bell Company make a reasonable arrangement with certain 
independent companies. 

Mr. Mackay: The answer to the gentleman is rather difficult to explain. In some 
cases a very reasonable and satisfactory agreement is made through the ignorance 
of the man acting for the local company, who may be entirely lacking in experience 
of the telephone business. The Bell Company’s agents are all very courteous and 
pleasant gentlemen to meet. They simply get the agreement from the other fellow, 
who, not knowing any better, is satisfied. That forms an answer with respect to a 
certain number of cases. Now, in other cases there is an agreement which is satis- 
factory for the reason that Mr. Dagger has stated: the Bell Company and the local 
company are making money, and the public is paying in every case, of course. In 
other cases the agreement may be satisfactory for some other reason. I think probably 
there are two or three cases where there are no working arrangement, but Mr. Scott, 
our president, who represents the Brussels municipal telephone system, gets 20 per 
cent of the long distance receipts. Mr. Scott does the Bell operating for them, but 
he says, “I want a uniform agreement. I want everybody to get as good an agree- 
ment as I have got.” That is all we are asking. If the Bell Company can afford to 
pay Mr. Scott 20 per cent—true, he does their switching—they should be able to do 
the reasonable thing in all other cases. 

Now, as to the question of the joint Board. The Association was not so directly 
interested in the matter of the joint Board because it is one which has arisen out of 
the difficulties that have confronted the Ontario Municipal Board in connection with 
local companies and the Bell Telephone Company. The suggestion therefore comes 
from the Government or from the Railway Board, but as far as our Association is 
concerned, let me say this: There must be some tribunal that will deal with disputes 
between the Bell Company and the local company. At the present time our local 
companies must connect with these others; we have no choice in the matter. The 
Ontario Telephone Act says every Ontario company must connect with its neigh- 
bouring company, so that we have no choice. We have to submit. 

Mr. Buarn: Without any charge? 


‘ 


Mr. Mackay: On terms which are agreed upon. If they do not agree they come 
to the Railway Board. Mr. Dagger’s statement with regard to the joint board was 
confusing at the time, because you had not heard as much of the discussion as you 
have now, and therefore I think if I state the case of the local company you will see - 
the point better than you did at the commencement. Take the case in which I was 
interested directly, and it will give you a concrete statement of the difficulty. The 
township of Brighton has a municipal system. When they built that municipal system 
they took in the rural district around Brighton, several townships, and got three, 
four or five hundred subscribers. They made an arrangement with the Bell Company 
to connect with the Bell Telephone on their switchboard at Brighton, where they got 
the local subscribers in Brighton and the long distance connection at their regular 
rates for a fee of $2 a year per subscriber. I think that was the rate. It was a very 
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good arrangement, because they were bringing 600 municipal subscribers into the 
town of Brighton to the Bell Telephone switchboard, and these men were using 

the long distance line and paying long distance charges, and they were getting $2 

for each subscriber for switching them around 150 or 160 subscribers in the town, and 
the town subscribers, by the way, had an advantage and the Bell Company had an 

advantage in increasing their local subscribers by reason of the fact that they could 

get connection with all the farmers out there, and it was good business for them. 

So that the local system helps the Bell Telephone in a town every time. It is not 

one-sided. When a man builds up a system of 600 subscribers around a town, and 

they are able to make an agreement with the Bell Company, it is to the advantage 

of both. The Brighton agreement was approaching an end and they went to the 
Bell Company and said: “We are dissatisfied, we are paying the money and we are 

getting no night service, and the day service is bad. Subscribers are complaining, 
we must make a new arrangement.” And the Bell Company said: “What can we- 
do?” and they discussed terms, and they were not satisfied. It came to a point 

where the municipal concern went to the corporation of Brighton and asked for a 

franchise and said: “ We will put in a switchboard,” and the Bell Telephone Com- 

pany said, “If you put one in, you cancel your agreement, and you cannot get long 

distance connection, except under the order of the Board.” ‘That is a concrete case 

which tells the story better than any one can. J know the facts, because I went down 

to Brighton when the matter was under consideration. That case has not yet been 

settled. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: If you obtained legislation compelling the Bell Company 
to give you long distance connection would you be satisfied? 

Mr. Mackay: Yes, if it were given without any extra charge. I am now speak- 
ing of the joint board, and showing the necessity for the creation of the joint board 
in the case of Brighton. If that joint board had been in existence, all that the village 
of Brighton would have required to do would be to apply to that joint board. Then 
the board would have to call the Brighton representatives and the representatives of 
the Bell Telephone Company before them and would say to them, “Here is the 
old agreement which is at an end. What will be the terms of the new agreement. 
We do not think this old agreement is fair. What will you do?” 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If they were compelled to give you connection without 
compensation, what would you want a joint board for? 


Mr. Mackay: But there is a case where it is not long distance connection. That 
is the point the board is trying to get over the difference between different kinds of 
service. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If they were obliged to give you connection for long dis- 
tance service, would that satisfy you? 

Mr. Mackay: As far as that point is concerned, but the appointment of the joint 
board to deal with the local connection is necessary for the reasons I have indicated. 
My friends, the Bell Telephone Company, mentioned the fact that they did not want 
the local competition. It was dangerous to their interests. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Were they in there as well as you. 


Mr. Mackay: No, they are not in the townships. They never develop the town- 
ships, but they are in the town of Brighton. As far as that is concerned Mr. Scott’s 
case applies exactly to the case of these genltemen. He tells me the moment they estab- 
lished their municipal system they had to have Brussels. What good is the system 
without being able to reach the market town? They must have communication with 
the towns. They discussed the matter of putting in a switchboard, and the Bell Com- 
pany immediately said: “ No, if you put in your switchboard, there will be a different 
state of affairs.” That is the local connection that is talked of. That is not included 
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in an order for the long distance connection. There is a certain condition existing 
in the rural districts. The-Bell Company at different times had indicated a eae 
ness to do different things. In the presence of several of us gentlemen before t ‘ 
Railway Board a statement was made by Mr. Macfarlane that they were willing an 
had always been willing to give this free local connection to companies that were not 
competing with them. That statement has been made to you in a lniile duffereet man- 
ner to-day. He said they were always willing to do that, and he said not only that, 
but we are willing to give that connection to the non-competitive companies.” That 
is just the point. If they will do that there can be no possible objection to the local 
connection. However, we are not asking the committee to decide that. We are asking 
you to ereate a body that will be able to deal with that question. The Dominion 
Railway Board cannot. You have a joint board that deals with the railway. Why not 
treat us in a similar manner, and say to us, “ Here is a body that will hear your repre- 
sentatives and deal with your requests.” 

The Cuamman: Why cannot the Dominion Railway ‘Board not deal with that? 


Mr. Mackay: I understand there is a clash of authority between the Dominion 
Railway Board and the Provincial Board. That has been our understanding. We 
have to go to the Ontario Railway Board in regard to provincial matters, and when it 
comes to a matter of the Bell Telephone, we are in court on one side and out of court 
on another side. 


Mr. Carver: Why could the Dominion Railway Board not make an order and 
say: “You shall give either long distance connection, or connection with a rural 
system?’ Why has the Dominion Board not power over the Bell Telephone Com- 
pany ? 

Mr. Lupwic: They have not the corresponding power over the provincial 
authorities. 


Mr. Carvetu: If the local company will not accept it, that is not our fault, but if 
the Railway Board say to the Bell Company: “ You must given connection with the 


local companies under certain terms and conditions,” surely that is all you want from 
this Parliament. 


Mr. Mackay: But we have gone into court, and on the one side we were in court, 
and on the other side we were out of court, and where the order says “ you must do so 


and so,” it is done, but simply where it is an order that does not have to be obeyed, it 
is entirely different. 


Mr, Carvett: Then do I understand you to want power by which the Bell Tele- 
phone Company will be ordered to do a certain thing, and then you want power also 
to make the local company accept that proposition. 


Mr. Mackay: No, We are not asking to compel the Bell Telephone Co. to do 
anything in this case with regard to this local connection, but simply to put the matter 
where it can ke argued and decided by a tribunal which has power over both sides. 


Mr. MacponreLi: You are asking something that we have no power to give. You 
are asking us to pass legislation here dealing with local, provincial, companies, and 
also for legislation dealing with the local, provincial, Railway Boards who have 
jurisdiction in their respective provinces and who are in no way amenable to the 
jurisdiction of this Parliament or of any Act that we may pass. That is the difficulty 
Isee. Is it not sufficient for your purpose if this Bill be made definite, and clear-cut, 
that the Dominion Railway Board is to deal with this matter—what is the objection 
to that? 

Mr. Mackay: As far as the long distance is concerned, we are willing to have it 
remain there. My answer to the other question is this, | am not a lawyer, and we have 
only to act on the information and advice we have received, both from the legal 
authorities, and from the local Government, that the Ontario Board had no authority 
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over the Bell Telephone Company and that the Dominion Railway Board had no 
authority to enforce orders against the local systems. Then we were told that the 
only remedy we had was that in the new railway Act provision should be made for a 
joint Board to deal with certain questions when they arose. If we are wrong in that 
regard, our information and our instructions are wrong. 

Mr. Mactean: The Bell Telephone Company is a creature of this Parliament and 
this Parliament can say to its own creature, which it created, “ You must put yourself 
under the jurisdiction of another body with regard to certain things.” 


Mr. Nespirr: I would like to ask Mr. Mackay with regard to the proposition to 
strike out the words “long distance” in subsection 7. Supposing that is done, at the 
bottom of subsection 7, that wherever there is a Provincial Railway Board having 
power to make orders respecting systems within the authority of the province then 
the Dominion Railway Board may by joint session or conference make orders—what 
is the matter with that part of the clause? 


Mr. Mackay: That is part of the old clause. 

My. Sivciair: Is that part satisfactory to you? 

Mr. Nespitr: If you strike out the words “long distance,” is that not sufficient? 
Mr. Mackay: That clause is drafted with a view to having a joint board. 


Mr. German: I am not a member of this committee, but will have something to 
say upon the subject later on, but what is the matter with the clause if you strike out 
the words “long distance ” ? 


Mr. Mackay: Speaking offhand, I do not know just how that will affect it. 


Mr. German: If the words “long distance” and “ compensation” are struck out, 
it seems to me you will have a clause that will be satisfactory. 


The CHatrMAN: Colonel Mayberry, President of the Canadian Independent Tele- 
phone Association, is present, and the committee will be glad to hear what he has to 
say upon this question. 


Col. T. R. Mayserry, Ingersoll, Ontario: Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, I am 
here representing only the competing companies. I have listened to the arguments 
of those representing the independent companies, and they have put the question, I 
think, very fairly before this committee. We are objecting principally to the inter- 
pretation placed upon the word “compensation” in the Act, as it is at present 
enforced. It does seem rather strange that we are to pay compensation to the Bell 
Company for doing its business and also pay a surcharge, or those of our people who 
are on our line have to pay to the Bell Company a charge of ten cents also for 
messages coming in over our Jine. We have always had since the first order of the 
Board to pay a surcharge for people using our line and the Bell, but we object to 
paying a charge of $300 to the Bell Company for loss of business. Can any person 
claim that the ten cents surcharge is not sufficient to pay them for the labour and 
inconvenience caused by giving our people that connection. As a matter of fact the 
people send in over the Ingersoll telephone line system about nine-fourteenths of the 
business between the two companies. We sent out about 5,000 calls and they sent in 
over 9,000 calls; that is a charge upon the people using these lines of $1,439 per year. 
We perform for the Bell; we give them 80 per cent more connections than they give 
us, and we think the initiating company should pay something for the connection; 
that is a matter that should be dealt with by the Board. We receive out of $1,439, 
$431, and by the interpretation placed upon the word “compensation” we pay back 
to the Bell Company $300, thus leaving out of the whole amount collected only $131 
for the work we do for the Bell in connection with the long distance business. 


Mr. Nesgirr: They send in 9,000 messages over your system and you send in 
1,500 over their system. 
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Col. Mayrerry: That is our principal objection. When it comes before the 
Railway Board, we believe we should have a fairer proportion of the surcharge, if 
there is to be a surcharge. The matter of a joint board is one which affects this 
question. While there may be no power whereby the Dominion Parliament can appoint 
a joint board, by mutual agreement the Legislature and the Dominion Parliament 
may agree to appoint such a board and, if the Railway Board at the present time 
should assume the authority to make an order between the Bell Telephone Company 
and any local company there is no power that can compel the local company 
to accept that order. By mutual legislation passed by the two _ bodies, 
there is no doubt such a board could be appointed and they will have juris- 
diction to deal with both sides of this question. That has been provided for by 
legislation with regard to the railways, and we believe that this matter is of such 
importance to the people that in their interests legislation should be passed for the 
appointment of some body to whom application could be made to fix the charges as 
between the two companies. These are the matters that are before you, they have 
been placed before you by the representatives of the companies interested, and I 
hope some action will be taken by this committee that will bring about a better state 
of affairs between the Bell Company and the local companies, than exists at the 
present time. 

Mr. Carvetit: As a competing company do you feel that there should be power 
to compel the Bell Telephone Company to give you connections and to carry on a 
regular exchange of business between the two companies. 

Col. Mayzerry: Locally? 

Mr. Carveti: Yes. 

Col. Mayzserry: No, I do not think that would be fair if there are two com- 
panies in the one town; it might be of advantage to the Bell Company in one case, 
and in another case it would benefit the local company, but it should not be com- 
pelled to give connection without proper rates. 

Mr. Nessirr: You do not want the compensation charged, but you are not object- 
ing to the surcharge if it were evenly divided according to the number of messages. 

Col. Maysperry: TI am on record when appearing before the late Commissioner — 
Mabee, that I did not expect to get it without a small charge; of course the Railway 
Board fixes the division, but I have always expected we would have to pay some fee. 
With regard to the question of what the Bell is actually receiving in our case they 
are getting 33 per cent more for the business done on our lines than they would get 
for the regular long distance business at the regular toll, which seems aq rather 
unreasonable amount to charge to the people in that case. 

The Cuamman: Are there any representatives here outside of the independent 
telephone organizations who eare to be heard? 


Mr. Morris, M.P.: Mr. Chairman, I stand probably in about that position. 


Mr. Turrwr: I want to ask the Bell Telephone Company one question. On 
‘what grounds does the Bell Telephone Company charge an independent telephone 
company more for transmitting a message that is brought to their office than they 
would charge me individually? If I go in to their office and ask for one message, 
they charge me the regular rate, but when any of these independent companies, 
judging from what I have heard this morning, bring five or six hundred subscribers 
to the Bell Telephone Company, they are charged a higher rate than I would be 
charged individually. In addition the Bell Telephone Company gets the advantage 
of sending long distance messages to the three or four hundreds subscribers of the 
independent companies. TI would like to know the grounds advanced by the Bell 
Telephone Company for charging a company that brings them 100 per cent more 
business than an individual more than they do the individual. 
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Mr. Lawrence Macrartane: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Sise to 
answer that question. 


Mr. C. F. Sisz, Jr.: Mr. Chairman, the company charges all connecting com- 
panies exactly the same rate for long distance calls as it charges its own subscribers, 
with the exception of the cases Paled upon by the Railway Board where compensation 
was ordered, and that compensation was decided upon by the Board in view of the 
possible loss of business locally by the Bell Company where competing systems 
existed. In every other case, if the line is brought in and connected to any of our 
exchanges, the rate which the Bell Company receives for long distance business 
coming in over that local line is exactly the same as charged to the local subscribers 
in our exchange. But the local company adds a rate which is called “another line 
charge,” a charge over which we have no control and neither has—I believe the 
Railway Board has control over the through rate. That charge is based on the use 
‘of their local line and is added to our through rate, it makes up the through rate. 
We collect that on all business originating on our own line and pay it over to the 
local company. While I am on my feet, if you have a few minutes to spare—— 


Mr. Nessirr: Would you retain a certain amount of the charge? 
Mr. Sise: We do not retain any portion of the “other company” charge. 


Mr. Nespirr: Suppose there is a surcharge of 10 cents. You retain 7 cents and 
the other fellow gets 3 cents. 


Mr. Sise: I think you are probably confusing the surcharge with the “other 
line” charge. The “other line” charge is confined to agreements made with non- 
competing companies. The surcharge is the charge ordered as a compensation fee, 
in addition to the flat rate mentioned by Colonel Mayberry, where competition exists, 
That charge is divided in the ratio of 7 cents to the Bell Telephone Company and 3 
cents to the local company. 


The Cuairman: Might I call your attention to the fact that it is now very nearly 


one o’clock and there are two other gentlemen from outside who would like to be heard 
before we adjourn. 


“ 


Mr. Turrirr: I did not get any answer to my question. 
The Cuamman: I thought, Mr. Sise, you had given an answer to Mr. Turriff. 
Mr. Sisz: I thought I had. 


Mr. Morris: Mr. Chairman, as far as I can see, and from what I have heard 
here to-day, the object of the Bell Telephone Company is to eliminate competition. If 
that is allowed on the part of a telephone company it certainly should be permitted in 
other branches of business. I have been in business for a great many years, and if 
the principle is adoptéd that has been advocated before this committee, I think I have 
the right to claim certain compensation from companies who have come into my terri- 
tory and taken business away from me. 


Mr. Nespirr: You would have a perfect right to claim compensation but you 
would have a lot of trouble collecting it. 

Mr. Morris: Nor do I expect this Government to fix or to make any regulations 
whereby I could collect anything from a competing company. Let me state briefly 
the conditions that exist in my district. There we have a company which has been 
organized entirely by farmers. The privileges we sought, the Bell Telephone Com- 
pany would not give us, notwithstanding repeated applications made to them. I could 
cite several cases where farmers in my district offered to pay $24 a-year for the use 
of the telephone, and $20 bonus if the company would put a telephone in their houses, 
but the offer was refused. The Bell Telephone Company were not reaching out for 
local business. In our district they wanted long distance service. That is to say 
they wish to draw a revenue from every message that passed over their line, and they 
were doing so, and evidently found it profitable. Later on a company from the 
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American side came in and competed in our district. They gave the farmer rural 
telephone service that we felt was a great benefit to the people of that country. Unfor- 
tunately that company, being an American concern, sold out to the Bell. We under- 
stood what that meant, namely, that the same conditions would obtain in due course 
of time. The farmers in my district came together, organized a company and built 
their lines and made them up to the standard, as I think the Bell Telephone represen- 
tatives will admit, as they know pretty nearly what conditions exist in that locality, 
and I may say that we have the best rural telephone system that I know of in the 
province of Quebec, and I maintain that ours is the only genuine independent com- 
pany in the province of Quebec. There are between four and five hundred so-called 
independent companies, but they are not independent companies, inasmuch as to-day 
they are under the control of the Bell. We are not under that control, and we have 
objected to paying this surcharge, but do not object so much to the 10 cents exchange. 
We would consent to that. We are only interested in long distances, and we object to 
paying this $300 a year to the Bell Company. I would ask the committee to take that 
matter into consideration. The question of local connections does not interest our 
company. We are concerned principally with long distance. 


Mr. Carveti: Is your new company in competition with the Bell Company? 
Mr. Morris: Yes. 


The Cuainman: I hope the committee will hear Mr. Scott, representative of the 
independent companies, before adjournment. 


Mr. Scorr: I wish to say a word on the question of the joint board. We are a 
municipal company in Brussels, and we organized a telephone system there. South 
of us is the McKillop Telephone Company. We have a switchboard of our own and 
they have none. Their lines terminate on the Bell system and they operate them. 
We applied to the Ontario Board to get connection. The Ontario Board made an 
order first that we should get connection, but the matter was taken to the court of 
appeal and the order was set aside. We applied again and the Ontario Board laid 
down the rule that they had power to force the McKillop system to connect with us, 
but had no power to force the Bell Company to run the switchboard, to give us the 
connection, and all they could do was compel the McKillop people to put in a switch- 
board and new lines, and that new switchboard cost $800 or $1,000. We had to pay 
our share of putting in the switchboard and new lines, for the reason that they had 
no power to order those people to run the switchboard. We were before the late 
Justice Mabee on the Dominion Railway Board, and also before Sir Henry Drayton, 
and they both laid down the rule that they had no power whatever to compel local 
companies to give connection, that they had the power to compel the Bell to give us 
long distance connection, but they could not say to us that we should accept it. It 
was natural that we would accept it when we asked for it, and that is the reason we 
ask for the joint board, so that Parliament would have an opportunity to compel them 
to give the connection. I understand the province of Ontario has passed legislation 
authorizing the appointment of a joint board. If the Dominion Parliament would 
pass legislation on similar lines, we would then come under the law at once, but if 
the Dominion will not pass the legislation we will have to wait for another year for 
the Ontario Government to do something. When we first started our system in 
Brussels we had fifty odd subscribers. The farmers around the district wanted to get 
telephone connection with the market, which was in the next township, and they 
wanted connections with other places. We tried to arrange with the Bell Company, 
and the Bell people said: “You go out and build your lines around the district. and 
we will connect with the switchboard at the rate of $3 a *phone.” JT refused that 
because we are an independent municipality and we wanted to settle it in our own 
town. There was a small village in Grey wanted to start a system there, and we 
wanted to take the initiative in this locality, and could not issue bonds unless it was 
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in our own town. We wanted to build our own system at our own convenience, and 
the result was that the Bell ceased to exist in that town. We wanted to get the long 
distance connection, we got the order, but before the order was made public the Bell 
people came to us and made an arrangement that was satisfactory, but we felt that 
some day there may not be an agreement, at the present there is no jar between us 


_and the Bell Company whatever, and if the same agreement were made between all 


the companies I'do not think there would be any jarring. We get ten per cent. 
Mr. Nessirr: On the originating business. 
Mr. Scorr: On the originating business. 
Mr. Nespirr: You do not get anything on business originating with them? 


Mr. Scott: No. 


The CHAmrMAN: Might I ask the Independent companies to appoint three repre- 
sentatives to meet three representatives of the Bell Telephone Company this afternoon, 
and discuss these questions, and see if they can come to some definite conclusion in 
regard to the amendment, and, if they can do so, be prepared to submit to the Com- 
mittee in writing a definite decision, as far as their sides are concerned so that we will 
be able to dispose of it more expeditiously when next we take up the consideration of 
this section. 


Mr. Nessirr: I would like to hear what Mr. Mackay has to say with regard to 
competition and non-competition in respect to telephone interests. 


Mr. Mackay: You have heard reference to “ competing” and “ non-competing”’ 
companies. The Ontario Board refuses to decide who is a competitor and who is not, 
and the decision rests in the hands of the Bell Telephone Company. Therefore there 
has been a lot of doubt from the first on that question. One gentleman took his indi- 
vidual case to the Dominion Board and asked them to decide whether his was a com- 
peting company, and if it was, to say so, but they dismissed the case so that the matter 
is entirely in the hands of the Bell Telephone Company as to whether a man is a com- 
petitor or not a competitor. You must realize that this matter has been a source of 
agitation among us, there have been all kinds of conferences for eight years, so 1 would 
suggest that the Committee do not expect too great results from the conference which 
is to take place this afternoon. But, on our side, we will approach it with an open 
mind. 


Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: In view of the possibility of the conference not being pro- 
ductive of any good results the Committee will remember that I was asked simply to 
state the points that we were willing to concede and I had not presented our whole 
case when I sat down in order to allow other gentlemen to be heard. I would like to 
ask that if necessary I have a further opportunity of presenting to the Committee the 
ease of the Bell Telephone Company. 


Mr. Nessrrr: I do not think we should shut off any representations or any argu- 
ments on either side of the question. JI would suggest that if these gentlemen. will 
approach the conference in a reasonable spirit and try to get together that we should 
hear both sides again if they want to be heard. 

The CuHairMAN: It is understood that if either side wishes to make further repre- 
sentations when this section is again taken up for consideration, they will have an 
opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: We will be very brief. 

The GCuairmMan: We might go on holding gatherings of this kind for days. Let 
the Committee decide definitely what they are going to do in this matter. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They have agreed to meet and discuss it, and if they can- 
not get together the Committee will appoint a day to hear them. 
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The Chairman named Friday, May 25, as the date upon which the representatives 
of the various telephone organizations would be reheard in the event of failure to 
arrive at an understanding. 

Mr. Macponeti: Before we adjourn, I want to say that I have a telegram from 
Mr. W. D. Lighthall asking that the municipalities be heard on Friday om telephone 
questions, not such as we are dealing with to-day, but questions arising out of these 
clauses of the Bill. 


Committee adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 


Orrawa, May 18, 1917. 
The committee met at 11 a.m. 


The CuamrMan: To-day has been set aside to hear the representatives from the 
different municipalities. There are a number of gentlemen here who wish to be 
heard, and I would ask the representatives to be as brief and pointed as possible as our 
time is limited and we wish to hear all of the representatives. J have a communication 
from Mayor T. L. Church of Toronto, which reads as follows :— 


Toronto, May 11, 1917. 


J. A. M. ArmstronG, Esq., M.P., 
Chairman, Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa, Ont. 


Dear Sir,—The larger cities in Canada have grievous complaints against 
the railways with regard to the shunting that goes on in the railways’ various 
local yards during the night, also the ringing of bells and blowing of whistles. 
J think it would be well to have a clause passed, giving the Railway Commis- 
sion full power to regulate this. A lot of this shunting could be done in the 
daytime, and not between the hours of 11 p.m. and 7 a.m. We receive various 
complaints from different parts of the city and it is of great injury to the 
working men who have their rest disturbed in this way. 

There is provision in the railway law of the United States, which I think 
should be copied into your new Act. Two years ago when the new Railway Act 
was brought down, a deputation from the municipalities met the minister, who 
promised to give it consideration. I hope a time may be appointed to hear us; 
it will only take about ten or fifteen minutes. 


With kind regards, 
Yours very truly, 


io. CHURCH: 


Mayor. 


I have also a communication from the Mayor of Brandon, which reads as fol- 
lows :— 
Ortawa, May 8, 1917. 
L. E. Armstrone, M.P., 
Ottawa. 
Chairman, Special Committee, Revising Railway Act. 


Dear Sir—I have looked through the new Consolidated Railway Bill, and 
can see no provision in said Bill for the protection of municipalities in the fol- 
lowing cases: 

1. For the collection of taxes by municipalities on local improvements 
constructed on streets, or lanes abutting on railway property. 
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2. For the collection of taxes on property owned by railways and not used 


for railway purposes. ss 
These are important matters to the municipalities, and I trust some pro- 


vision will be made in the Bill for their protection. 
Yours sincerely, 


H. CATER, 
Mayor of Brandon. 


I have also a communication from Mr. W. D. Lighthall, honorary secretary- 
treasurer of the Union of Canadian Municipalities, which reads as follows :— 


Monrtreat, April 26, 1917. 
J. E. Armstrone, Esq., M.P., Chairman, 
Railway Commission, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


4 


Dear Sirn,—Mayor Todd, of Victoria, B.C., is very anxious to have the last nine- 
teen words of first part section 252 of Bill No. 13 struck out. He wires me as fol- 
lows :— 


“T strongly urge amending section 252 by striking out last nineteen words 
in first paragraph, on account of various and changing local conditions. Special 
consideration and order by Board of Railway Commissioners should be required 
in each and every case of construction, reconstruction, or alteration, especially 
in cases where adjacent to or within confines of cities or municipalities.” 


Concerning the rest of the Bill I am anxious, as representing the Union of Cana- 
dian Municipalities in general, to be present at discussion, particularly of clauses of 
sections 252, 254, 256, 309, 367, and 378, and would be obliged for a wire when these 
clauses are likely to be discussed, if'the sending of such a wire is not too inconvenient. 


Faithfully yours, 


W. D. LIGHTHALL, 
Hon. Secretary-Treasurer, U.C.M. 


I understand Mr. D. E. Thomson, K.C., of the City of Toronto, is here to represent 
that city. Is it the wish of the committee that he be heard? 


Mr. D. E. Tuomson, K.C.: Mr. Chairman, I desire to address the committee in 
reference to points arising under proposed section 373 of the Act, and it has oceurred 
to us, as advising the city that there is to be a separate section dealing with power com- 
panies, that section 373 might perhaps be limited to the other cases that are referred 
to there, and that for reasons which I will try to explain, there should be separate 
provisions governing power companies. What we are asking is that Parliament should 
say in the present Bill that under the provisions of this Railway Act it was intended 
to preserve to cities, towns and villages complete control of their streets. What we 
are asking Parliament to declare is that in the present Railway Act it has been the 
intention of Parliament to preserve to municipalities the complete control of their 
streets with reference to the distribution system. The record, I think, makes that inten- 
tion quite clear. We realize it does not follow that the declaration that we ask should be 
introduced into the present Bill; consequently the committee is entitled to a frank 
statement of our reasons for the request we make. I think the matter will be simple 
if I give you a plain statement of the facts. They are these: The Toronto Electric 
Light Company has been carrying on business in Toronto since 1883. It opened 
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operations on the strength of an agreement between its promoters and the city giving 
it a terminable franchise with respect to the central portion of the city, about a mile 
square. That has been followed up with some 130 further agreements with the city 
for different extensions of its lines, each of which is terminable. It has also been 
followed by a special agreement authorizing the company to put certain portions of 
its system underground. That agreement is made for our present purposes with 
reference to two of these clauses. One is clause 6, which gives the city the right at 
the end of the 30 years from the date of the agreement, which is 1889, to purchase the 
business of the company. The language is: “ To purchase all the interests and assets 
of the company, comprising plant, buildings and material used or necessary for the 
carrying on of its business. The price is to be fixed by arbitration in the usual way, 
and there is the further right, if the purthase is not made at the end of 30 years, to 
purchase at the end of succeeding periods of 20 years. The other clause is one whereby 
the Toronto Electric Company covenants, that it will not, without the consent of the 
corporation lease, amalgamate with or sell out to any other company. I hope I have 
made the positions in that agreement clear with reference to these two points, that it 
gives the city the right to purchase at the end of 30 years at arbitration price, and the 
company agrees that it will not sell, amalgamate with any other company or lease in 
the meantime. 
Mr. Macponetit: When does the agreement expire? 


Mr. Tuomson: In two years, which would bring it to 1919. Latterly the company 
has contended that by virtue of its letters patent of incorporation, which are under 
the Ontario Companies Act, it had a perpetual franchise, or at any rate had the right 
to extend its lines along the city streets without the consent of the municipalities. 

Mr. Mactran: And in violation of its agreement. 


Mr. THomson: They claimed the agreement was unnecessary, that they always 
had the right under their letters patent of incorporation to extend their lines without 
the consent of the city, and, as a matter of fact, a great many extensions were made 
without any formal consent of the city. Matters were brought to a point finally by 
the city forbidding certain extensions, and removing some of the poles the company 
had actually erected. In the resulting litigation the Privy Council, sustaining the 
decision of our own Appellate Court, held that the Toronto Electrie Light Company 
had no right whatever in the streets of Toronto, except the rights they were given by 
the original agreement, with the promotor, and the subsiduary agreements, 100 in 
number, for extension of the line and the so-called underground agreement. 
It was made clear by the decision of the court of last resort that the city, as 
against this company, had the control of its streets, and was entitled to 
purchase the company’s assets, as provided by that agreement. Now it will be 
known to members of this committee that the Toronto Electric Light Company is one 
of a formidable group of transportation and electrical development, transmission, dis- 
tribution companies, which from time to time have been referred to in the financial 
prospectuses as being under one administrative control and worked practically as one 
enterprise. ; 

Since the decision of the-Privy Council, which was in October last, Mr. Fleming, 
the manager of the Toronto Electric Light Company, and of several of the other com- 
panies constituting this one enterprise, has been good enough to give, by an interview 
in the public press published shortly after the opening of this session of Parliament, 
some indications in the matter. Now what are these intentions? Does he propose to 
submit to the terms of the contract that his company has entered into to submit to the 
right of the city to buy out the company, or does he make any different proposal for 
adjustment as between the parties? Not at all. In fact he says that if the charter 
of that particular company does not entitle it to a perpetual franchise, at any rate a 
franchise without the consent of the city, if it does not entitle it to treat these con- 
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tracts as scraps of paper, he has his pockets full of other charters, and he contends that 
one of these places another of the companies in a better position which he intimates 
would be made use of. 


Mr. Nespirr: What have we to do with that. Let us get down to business. 


Mr. Tomson, K.C.: I think the whole point is whether they are to be allowed 
to substitute another company. 


Mr. Macponeti: That is the point. 


Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: That is the whole point of the case. Now he bases this 
contention on the fact that the Privy Council in 1912 decided that the Toronto and 
Niagara Power Company had a right under its charter, being a special Act of this 
Parliament, to extend its lines ‘along streets without the consent of the municipality. 
Now the Privy Council judgment in that case (Toronto and Niagara Power Com- 
pany vs. North Toronto) recognized that Parliament had sought to protect the muni- 
cipalities and the public, and after referring to the dangers incident to the business, 
Tord Haldane uses this highly significant language (reads) : 


“The Parliament of Canada, not unnaturally anxious to avoid dangers of 
this kind, accordingly passed general statutes conferring upon municipal 
authorities large powers of control. Section 90 of the Railway Act, 1888, was 
amended by the Railway Act, 1899, which added to it a subsection illustrative 
of this kind of control. The new subsection enacted that when any company 
had power by any Act of the Parliament of Canada to construct and maintain 
lines of telegraph or telephone, or for the conveyance of light, heat, power or 
electricity, such company might, with the consent of the municipal council or 
other authority having jurisdiction over any highway, square or other public 
place, enter thereon for the purpose of exercising such power..... Tf the 
powers conferred by this section displaced the less restricted powers of entering 
without any consent conferred by the Act of incorporation the appellants are 
in the wrong. Their Lordships have, therefore, to determine this question. 
They have to bear in mind that a court of justice is not entitled to speculate 
as to which of two conflicting policies was intended to prevail, but must con- 
fine itself to the construction of the language of the relevant statutes read as 
a whole.” 


In applying this rule of construction you have this result which, I think, would strike 
any layman at any rate as being extraordinary: The court held that the quoted 
subsection of the general Railway Act did not apply to the power company because 
by reference to the interpretation clause of the Railway Act, section 2, it was held 
that the word “company” meant a railway company, and because section 3 of the Act 
provided that the provisions of any special Act relating to the same subject if incon- 
sistent, should override the provisions of the general Act, and because the Act incor- 
porating the Power Company (2 Edward VII, chap. 107) in embodying certain pro- 
visions of the Railway Act, made them applicable only “in so far as the said sections 
are not inconsistent with the provisions of this Act.” 

It will be observed that the point before the court in the North Toronto case was 
the right to extend the Power Company’s transmission line to connect with a parti- 
cular customer (a suburban railway). The case of an attempt to establish a general 
distribution system in a city, town or village, without the consent of the municipality, 
would present other features. Had such a case arisen it would be seen that by the 
Railway Act of 1903, Parliament had gone a step further and had distinguished 
sharply between extensions of transmission lines and the establishment of distribution 
systems in urban municipalities. In the latter case the right of the municipalities 
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to the absolute control of their streets was supposedly put beyond doubt by subsection 
3 of section 195 (reads) : 

“Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to authorize the com- 
pany exercising the powers therein mentioned for the purpose of selling or 
distributing light, heat, power or electricity in cities, towns or villages without 
the ea having first obtained the consent therefor by a by-law of the muni- 
cipality. 


This section is re-enacted as subsection 8 of section 147 of the Act of 1906. 

Mr. Sinctair: You do not want to submit these questions to the Railway Board 
at all. 

Mr. Tomson, K.C.: Under the law as it stands now, the extension of transmission 
lines is subject to an appeal. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Subject to what? 

_ Mr. THomson, K.C.: Subject to an appeal to the Railway Board, but distribution 
systems are supposed to be governed by the subsection that I have read to you, which 
says they are not to exercise any of the powers referred to without the consent of the 
municipalities. I hope I have made myself quite clear: That, so far as we can gather 
from the policy of this Parliament, there was in 1903 a clear distinction made between 
the two classes of companies, namely, the extension of a transmission line and the 
establishment of a distribution system. The Privy Council in the North Toronto case 
laid particular stress on the fact that the Toronto and Niagara Power Company had to 
traverse a long distance and would probably pass through scores of municipalities, and 
that it was unreasonable that any one municipality should have power to hold them 
up. You understand that reason applies in a very potent way, to a transmission line, 
but it has no application to the question of the actual establishment of a distribution 
system in a city. % 

Mr. Nessirr: Yes, we grasp that fiact. 

Mr. TuHomson, K.C.: All we ask, because we fear in view of the Privy Council’s 
decision the intention of Parliament has been defeated, is that Parliament shall now 
make that provision effectual. 

Mr. Maciean: How do you propose to do that? 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: We propose to do it by asking that this be a new clause and 
that it be declared to be applicable irrespective of the interpretation clause of the 
statute, irrespective of any provision in any special Act, and moreover that it be 
declared to have been the la'w since this clause was enacted. 

The CHammMan: What is the wording of the new clause which you propose? 

Mr. THomson, K.C.: We propose, in the new clause, that in view of the difficulty 
arising from the general definition of “company” to give a separate definition of 
what “company” means, just as has been done in the ease of telegraph and telephone 
companies. 

The CHamman: You have distributed copies of your proposed amendment? 

Mr. THomson, K.C.: Yes, and therefore I need only refer to the concluding part, 
the proposed subsection 4, which reads as follows :— 


“Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to authorize the com- 
pany, or shall the company have any right to acquire, construct, maintain or 
operate any distribution system, or to distribute light, heat, power or electricity 
in any city, town, or village; or to erect, put or place in, over, along or under 
any highway or public place in any city, town or village, any works, machinery, 
plant, pole, tunnel, conduits, or other device for the purpose of such distribu- 
tion without the company first obtaining consent therefor by a by-law of the 
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municipality; provided that this subsection shall not prevent the company from 
delivering or applying such power by any means nows existing or under the 
provisions of any contract now in force for use in the operation of any railway 
or for use by any other company lawfully engaged in the distribution of such 
power within any such city, town or village.” 


And then we ask for the adoption as subsection 5, of the following (reads) :— 


“The provisions of the last preceding subsection shall apply to and restrict 
the powers of any company heretofor incorporated by special Act or other 
authority of the Parliament of Canada notwithstanding that such provisions 
may be inconsistent with the provisions of such special Act or other authority, 
and notwithstanding the provisions of section 3 of this Act; and it is hereby 
declared that the powers of any such company have been so restricted since the 
date of the enactment of chapter 87 of the Revised Statutes of Canada (1906) 
that is to say, the 81st day of January, 1907.” 


That is all we ask. 
Mr. Nespirr: That is your whole platform ? 
Mr. THomson, K.C.: That is the whole thing. 
The Cuamman: It will all be placed on the record. 
Mr. Mactran: How many companies do you say that would apply to? 


Mr. Tuomson, K.C.:I do not know that it would apply to any company except 
the Toronto and Niagara Power Company. 


Mr. Mactean: Would it apply to the Toronto Electric Light Company or any of 
its subsidiaries ? 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: What is suggested is this: The Toronto Electric Light Com- 
pany finds itself defeated in its contention. We are now told in effect that it is going 
to hand over the enterprise to the Toronto and Niagara Power Company. You under- 
stand this is what we are confronted with, and we have a wholesome appreciation of 
the ability and resourcefulness of the legal advisers of these concerns: It is idle to try 
to control the Toronto Electric Light Company because here is another company that 
has power to go in and duplicate the system. It is idle for us to buy out the Toronto 
Electric Light Company because the older company says: “We could go in’and re- 
establish the system.” ‘The contention of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company is, 
as I think I can show you, gentlemen, entirely on account of the inadvertence of a 
draftsman in preparing former legislation and in defiance of the clear intention of 
Parliament, that it has a right, not only to extend its lines but to establish distribution 
systems in any municipality without the consent of that municipality at all; and 
moreover, if they have that right at all it must be a perpetual right as against the 
terminable one which has been granted to this company. 

Mr. Sinciair: In your suggested amendment you have used the words “ any city, 
town or village.” 


Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: That is the language used in the Act, we are following the 
language of the Act. 


Mr. Sinctam: It does not refer to municipalities outside of cities, towns or 
villages ? 

Mr. THomson, K.C.: No, we accept the clause which Parliament has already 
passed in that regard. There is another point. If Mr. Fleming’s contention is right 
the Toronto Electric Light Company may enter any municipality and use its streets 
and public squares for the establishment of a general distribution system and may 
maintain such system perpetually in defiance of the wishes of the municipality. 
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Possibly it has the further power to take over existing distribution systems without 
being bound to carry out the terms of existing contracts with reference thereto. 


Mr. Macrzan: In other words, Parliament would be justifying that kind of pre- 
datory treatment of municipalities? 


Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: Not only that, but I submit, with all due respect, there would 
be a defiance of the clearly expressed policy of Parliament, and under the judgment 
of the Privy Council it is possible to apply the reasoning there set forth to a distribu- 
tion system. Therefore, the clear intention of Parliament as we contend, as embodied 
in this subsection, is rendered nugatory by the application of the strict rule of con- 
struction. 

Mr. Macponett: What you are fearful of is this: under the Privy Council’s 
decision, unless you have your amendment or some similar amendment passed, the 
Toronto and North Power Company can go on ad infinitum, not only entering the 
city and its streets and highways with these lines, but putting its wires and distribut- 
ing power, light and heat without the consent of the municipality. 


Mr. Toumson, K.C.: Absolutely. What we are in effect told is: The Toronto 
Electric Light Company will not submit. They will transfer the business to the 


Toronto and Niagara Power Company, which has larger powers. Now, there can be 


no possible question in anybody’s mind, I think, except as to the one point, namely, it 
will be said we are seeking to make this retroactive. Well, in a sense it is, and we 
have to justify that. I admit that proposition. 

Mr. Macponett: Under the decision of the Privy Council you are. apprehensive 
that if that section or some suggested amendment is passed, the Toronto and Niagara 
Power Company can take over the Toronto Electric Light, and forever have a franchise 
to run these wires in Toronto. 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: Yes, it would defeat our right to purchase the company, and 
make scraps of paper of all our contracts with the company, and convert a terminable 
franchise into a perpetual one. 

Mr. Nessirr: We have the amendments before us, and I think we understand Mr. 
Thomson’s contention. 

Mr. Macponeti: The issue between the Electric Company and the city originally 
was as to the right merely to put poles wherever they wanted to. 

Mr. THomson, K.C.: Yes, the Electric Light Company claimed that for different 
reasons, relying chiefly on the terms of their letters patent of incorporation, and partly 
by alleged acquiescence,on the city’s part, they did not need to make an agreement with 
the city, and that they could extend their lines just as they chose. 

Mr. Macponetu: The Privy Council held that they could not. 

Mr. THomson, K.C.: Yes, they decided against them in that respect, and, as I 
said, they have no rights in the streets, except the rights given to them by the agreement. 
That agreement includes our right to buy them out in 1919, and we have to give a 
year’s notice of that. We want to know where we stand with this other matter over 
our heads. Even if they did make the transfer, which Mr. Fleming mentions, it would 
be no use, because this company could step right in after we had bought them out 
and establish a new system. It is impossible to make too emphatic the point that the 
issue involves the municipality’s control of the streets for distribution purposes. 


Mr. Nessirr: That is what we intended in our Bill. I remember that very well. 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: I may point out that in regard to section 873 as drafted, in 
the notes of the draftsman, which are public property, show he intended to cover the 
point. 

Mr. Mactran: We are only clarifying our own legislation. 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: That is all—making it effective from the time it was passed. 


290 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Macuvan: I think that is a good case. 

Mr. Stvciram: Does this refer only to distribution? 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: That is all. 

Mr. Stvcuam: I thought you said you were not providing for an appeal to the 
Board in the ease of distribution. I find section 3 gives the right to appeal to the 
Board. 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: That is the transmission line. 

Mr. Sivcram: This amendment refers to both distribution and transmission. 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: The only new material will be found in subsections 4 and 5. 
The first three subsections are practically repetitions with reference to this company 
of the clauses that are in existence now with reference to transmission lines. All I 
desire to urge is that I hope it is clear that this cannot be made effectual without 
being made to relate back, because even if the transfer were made—it is only necessary 
for me to point this out to you—even if the transfer were not made and the language 
of the Act made applicable in the future, it would not take effect until after this Bill 
had received the Royal assent, which would leave two or three months for these gentle- 
men to complete the transfer, and enable them to snap their fingers at us again. The 
change is no benefit unless it refer back. They have either done it already, or have 
lots of time between now and the Royal assent to do it, and you do no harm to make 
it relate back, because they have done no business and there is no distribution now. 
Tt is only raking up an old charter to defeat our rights against the Toronto Electrical 
Company. 

Mr. Nespitt: You seem to be leary of that company. 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: No. 


The CHamrMAN: Mr. George Kilmer, K.C., representing the Ontario Government 
desires to address the Committee. 


Mr. Kiumer, K.C.: ‘The desire of the Ontario Government is to protect as far as 
possible, or have protected as far as possible, the rights of the municipalities in their 
own streets. That has been done by the general Act and it has been done in most 
of the special Acts of incorporation by this Parliament, but the alarming case of 
the Toronto and Niagara Power Company comes up, and while Mr. Thomson has put 
that plainly before you for the city of Toronto, 1 would like to say that, that applies 
to every municipality in Ontario. I may say that it applies to every municipality in 
the Dominion but particularly in Ontario, and there are many municipalities in 
Ontario which have constructed systems of terminable franchises, the same as the 
Toronto Electric Light Company. Now if the town of Lindsay, or any town of that 
‘character, has a terminable franchise, these people whose franchise is terminating 
can sell to the Toronto and Niagara Power Company exactly as the Toronto Electric 
Light Company, or some other company similarly empowered may. The sections of 
the present Act were intended to meet this very kind of a case, but the province 
wishes to point out that the difficulty lies in section 21 of the special Act of Incorpo- 
ration of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company. 

Mr. MAcponaxp: Is that a Dominion corporation? 

Mr. Kinmer, K.C.: Yes, that is the Act of Incorporation of 1902. 


Mr. Macponarp: There is a question as to whether they have vested rights under 
their charter. 


Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: I do not think the question of vested rights is very important, 
because I think there is only the transmission line to deal with, but under that 
section the peculiar situation is this: that section 91 of the original Railway Act 
of 1888, that any additions or any substituted sections down to the present time 
are made applicable to the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, in so far as they 
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are not inconsistent with the other powers of their Act. ‘Take any company like 
the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, and no matter how you amend section 90, 
the more you amend it to help the municipalities, the more inconsistent you are 
going to make it with the original special Act of Incorporation, and the consequence 
is that I support the position taken by Mr. Thomson, and we ask, for that reason, 
to have a new section and to have it retroactive, because, while the Toronto and 
Niagara Power Company is the only one we know of at present, there may be others, 
and if one company like the Toronto and Niagara Power Company possesses these 
extensive powers all through the province, every municipality which already has a 
constructive system and a terminable franchise is in danger. 


Mr. Mactran: Would Mr. Thomson’s amendment suit you? 


Mr. Kitmer: Yes, it covers that point, and it also covers the point about sub- 
section 3. That is one of the interpreting sections of the present Bill which provides 
just as the general law is, that where a special act conflicts with the general act, the 
special act prevails. The municipalities derive their power from the Ontario Govern- 
ment, and they exercise delegated powers. It is the duty of the province in good 
government to assist them in practical home rule, in exercising those delegated powers. 


Mr. Macponatp: It is really a municipal interest and not a provincial interest. 


Mr. Kinmer, K.C.: It is a provincial interest because it is an interest for every 
inunicipality. When Mr. Thomson speaks about the clause being retroactive, I have 
no doubt no other special bill will ever get through the House of Commons without 
having its powers restricted so that unless you go back and restrict the powers in the 
way Mr. Thomson points out, no matter what legislation you put through, it may 
become ineffective. I would ask two things: first that that disputed section be 
enacted, so that paragraph 1 of the special Act of the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company will not apply, not only for that company but any other company with 
special clauses, and passing special clauses in the Railway Act will have a similar 
effect. 

Mr. Stvcrair: Js this draft satisfactory to you? 

Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: Yes, and this section will stand by itself, not covered by the 
special Act. 

Mr. Macponatp: Your proposition after all is this; that this Parliament has given 
to a special company, and it may have given to other special companies, certain 
definite rights, free from certain restrictions which you say should be put on. You 
say now that we should amend the Railway Act so as to retroact and make these 
special companies submit to certain restrictions you now wish to put on. 

Mr. Kiumer, K.C.: Yes, and I am going to step further, and saying that was the 
apparent intention of the legislation already passed. 

Mr. Macponatp: It is pretty hard to interpret the intention except by the words. 

Mr. Kimer, K.C.: The reason I say that is.this: The Court of Appeal of Ontario 
did decide that it had that effect. 

Mr. Macponett: You might mention the effect of the Privy Council’s decision 
which meant that the Railway Act did not apply to companies of this character. 

Mr. Kinmer, K.C.: Mr. Thomson covered that fully. The Privy Council decided 
that the section which was intended to cover all these companies applied only to the 
railway company having rights to transmit power and distribute it. They said the 
section was contracted by its wording, and I say the section was so worded that it 
could not possibly help but be in conflict with the special Act. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: I am not sure but the framers of the Act intended it only 
to apply to railways. é 

Q—21 
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Mr. Kinmer, K.C.: I hardly think so, because I do not know of any railway that, 


has any such power. ; 

Hon. Mr. Granam: It is only of recent years that railway companies began to 
develop electric hght. 

Mr. Kiumer, K.C.: Théy were dealing with the subject of telephone, telegraph 
and transmission companies in that very same section. The main point T tried to 
make this morning was the difficulty the municipalities will be in, in terminating fran- 
chises: that is franchises falling in and being so-to-speak continued when they are 
bought by a company like the Toronto and Niagara Power Company. Then they 
say: “We have the power to operate.” I will refer to subsection 7 of section 372. 
That subsection provides that it shall not apply to works already construeted. You 
see that would prevent the city of Toronto objecting to the perpetual franchise of the 
Toronto and Niagara Power Company and it would shut out any other municipality 
in which there was an actual system operated by anybody. So that that clause would 
completely defeat all our objects, and at the same time it must remain in the section 
as it stands on account of the telephone and telegraph companies. So that that is an 
added reason for giving us a definite and distinct subsection covering the transmis- 
sion lines. It was that way under the old Act. I mean to say there was section 247 
covering transmission line, and 248 covering telephone and telegraph companies. 
Why combine those? Why not have the two sections separate as they were before, 
and let us have our separate section for the transmission line. 

Mr. Sincuair: You have no doubt about our jurisdiction in this matter? 

Mr. Iiumer,, K.C.: Not the slightest. 

Mr. Stxcntam: You see here the words: “ Notwithstanding anything contained 
in any Act of the Parliament of Canada or of the legislature of any province the 
company shall not, except as in this section provided, construct, maintain or operate 
its lines of railway upon, along, across or under any highway, square or other public 
place within the limits of any city, town or village incorporated or otherwise without 
the consent of the municipality.” 

That means that the line cannot be erected in the municipality without the con- 
sent of that municipality. Provided the province of Ontario referred back the right 
to put the line in without the consent of the municipality, you think this would cover. 

Mr. Woumer, K.C.: No I do not think it would. It would cover everything you 
do. 

Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: We do not set any store by that language. We only copied 
it from the rest of the Act. : 

Mr. Cuamrman: Mr. Lighthall wishes to address the committee, I believe. 


Mr. Lighruaty, K.C.: The suggested clause as read is quite new to me,’ but I 
have had an opportunity of looking over it very ecursorily the last few moments. 
Unfortunately it was not communicated to us by the city of Toronto. 


The Cuainman: But it would cover all the objections you have to offer. 


Mr. Ligutuaty, K.C.: J think it covers.the general situation. It is practically a 
fuller redrafting of subsection 9, but I wish to simply emphasize the fact that the 
question of local distribution of both power, electricity in general and telephones, is 
one in which the municipality in which the question arise is more concerned than 
the city of Toronto. All the municipalities were very decided on the occasion of the 
introduction of the distinction between local distribution, particularly in the matter 
of telephones, and also in regard to subsection 9, very decided on what they wanted, 
the difference between, for instance, a long distance telephone line and a local tele- 
phone line was very carefully drawn, after extremely careful consideration. I believe 
I am expressing the feeling of the important municipalities of the country in saying 
that this is one of the things that they will strongly insist. upon, and that they Jook 
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quite unfavourably on any redrafting that will obliterate that distinction either in 
the matter of telephones or telegraphs, or in the matter of power, light, ete. 

Mr. Mactean: It is in the Act now. 

Mr. Ligutauy, K.C.: It is subsection 9, but it is apparently, as far as I can see, 
in this new enlargement of subsection 9, and also contained a special clause applicable 
to Toronto, and I think, saving the possibility of slight amendments, that that clause 
will be proper. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: You are not addressing yourself to section 373 particularly, 
are you? 

Mr. Licuruarr, K.C.: Well, of course it deals particularly with the larger ques- 
tion, but I am addressing myself to section 373. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I find it difficult to follow you on that section. 

Mr. Macitean: You are supporting what the others have put forward. 

Mr. Liguraty, K.C.: Yes, for the moment. 

The CiuairmMaN: Mayor Bowlby of Brantford, is present, and the Committee might 
hear what he has to say. 

Mr. Bowxsy, K.C.: It is hardly necessary for me to repeat the important and 
common sense arguments presented to you on this matter. Brantford has a large 
interest in this matter. We have the Cataract Power Company, assuming large 
powers following the lead of this other company, and no doubt the Hon. Mr. Gibson, 
late lieutenant governor, did what he could to queer the city of Brantford and give the 
company all the powers he could. I endorse the arguments of the gentlemen who have 
preceded me. 

The CHairnMAn: Mr. Pope, of the Hydro-Electrie Company, desires to address 
the meeting. 

Mr. W. W. Pore: There is not very much left for the Hydro-Electrie to say, 
after the presentation of the facts by Messrs. Thomson and Kilmer. They feel very 
keenly that the distribution question should be carefully considered, because there are 
a great many municipalities in Ontario, something like 175, distributing power on 
their own account, and it would be a very serious matter and would be against their 
interests, as well as the interest of the Hydro-Electrie Company, if powers as great as 
have been described here were given to any company: that is, that they can distribute 
without first getting the authority of the municipality. The Hydro-Electrie can only 
do business when there is a by-law of the municipality. 

Mr. Mactean: Are you satisfied with the proposed amendment? 

Mr. Pore: I am quite satisfied. If this amendment is adopted, for the reasons 
given, it would protect the municipal interests and the interests of the Hydro-Electrie, 
and we are strongly in favour of its adoption. 

The Cuarman: Mr. McCarthy represents the Toronto and Niagara Power Com- 
pany and desires to address the committee. 

Mr. D. L. McCarruy, K.C.: I wish, in the first place, to take issue, both with 
Mr. Kilmer and Mr. Thomson, when they say they do not think that Parliament 
appreciated the powers they gave the Toronto and Niagara Power Company in the 
passing of their special Act, because I think that Parliament did understand exactly 
what the Toronto and Niagara Power Company asked for. The matter was fully 
considered and Parliament at that time knew that the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company could never raise one copper if its rights were in any way restricted beyond 
those given in the Act. 

Mr. MacponaLtp: They gave no evidence of that statement. It was a peculiar 
statement that Parliament did not know what it was doing. 
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Mr. McCartrry, K.C.: You will pardon me if I take longer than I should, per- 
haps, because I propose to take issue with some of their statements, as I think it is 
important at this stage. When that Act was passed you must remember that this 
was a pioneer company. So far no line of- that length had ever been constructed. 
The only transmission line in existence, that I know of, at that time was the line 
between Niagara Falls and Buffalo, and that was a low tension line. The experiment 
which the Toronto and Niagara Power Company wished to put into operation was 
a high power line between Toronto and Niagara Falls. It was purely an experiment. 
They had no track to begin with. 

Mr. Tomson, K.C.: I did not address any argument on that phase of it, that 
Parliament did not appreciate what it was doing when it passed that Act. My whole 
argument was based on the contention that there was a misunderstanding of the terms 
of the general Railway Act in making them applicable. 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: I quite appreciate that and I propose to deal with that 
when I come to it. If we had simply gone to capitalists with an experimental line 
which had never been tried before, do you think it would have been possible to raise 
one copper to finance that company. Now having got our contract from the Dominion 
Parliament our next point was to get contracts with companies, before we could 
build our line or expect capitalists to invest one cent. We accordingly made a 
contract with the Toronto Electric Light Company, and another one with the Toronto 
Railway Company, for supplying power for these purposes. Having got that power 
we were able to take our charter, our Act of incorporation, to the capitalists in 
England, show them the power which Parliament had given us, show them the con- 
tract, which we had made with the Toronto Electric Light Company and the Toronto 
Railway Company, and ask them to invest their money in the enterprise; and, gentle- 
men, on that Act of incorporation and those contracts 18 million dollars of English 
capital were invested in electrical development. A further six millions were invested 
in the Toronto and Niagara Power Company for the erection of these transmission 
lines, representing in all over twenty million. dollars of English capital which are 


invested in these companies on the authority of Act of Parliament in connection — 


with which my learned friend Mr. Thomson suggests perhaps Parliament did not 
appreciate what it was doing. If I might apply Mr. Thomson’s serap of paper argu- 
ment to this proposition, I would ask: Is an Act of Parliament to be made a scrap 
of paper, and all this English capital to be simply thrown into the dustheap, for that 
is what will become of it if these proposed sections which I am sorry to say I have 
not had time to consider, are put through. 


Now it is argued that at the expiration of any franchise with any municipality, 
we should not be allowed to step in and buy the assets of the company. 


Mr. MacponeLi: And repeat the process forever. 


Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Wait one moment, I am coming to that point. The Toronto 
Electric Light Company, Mr. Macdonell knows as well as I do, has a perpetual fran- 
chise which is renewable every twenty years, and the remedy the city of, Toronto has 
is to buy the company out; and they can buy us out to-morrow if they want to. The 
city could buy us out at the end of 1919, or they could buy us out at the end of 1939, 
after another 20 years. The only effect of the Privy Council’s decision was this: You 
shall not extend your overhead system, but you can go on with your underground 
system perpetually unless the city sees fit to buy you out. In 1919 the question will 
come up, and what is the city of Toronto going to do? Are they going to buy us out 
or not? If the city decides not to buy us out the Toronto Electric Light can continue for 
another twenty years on its underground system, and the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company, for the purposes of keeping up their connection with the Toronto Electric 
Light Company, may purchase their overhead poles and wires. That is exactly what 
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was contemplated when this charter was given to us. I think it was Mr. Kilmer 
referred to the town of Lindsay. We do not supply the town of Lindsay, but let us 
take an example. Suppose in any small town in Niagara district, to which we are 
to-day supplying power, the Company’s franchise expires and the town refuses to renew 
it or buy the company out. In that case their plant becomes so much waste material. 
What we say is, we will step in and buy those assets and continue to operate. The 
wires remain as they are, but we must step in for the purpose of preserving our right 
to sell power. Jf that right is eut away from us, then we have a development system 
and no outlet. In other words, the money which has been put into this concern 
becomes absolute waste paper. 

As I said, gentlemen, I have not had the opportunity of considering the amend- 
ment proposed. Since the rights of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company were 
determined in the litigation with North Toronto, we have never attempted, and I 
think the honourable the Minister will bear me out in this, to lay down a transmission 
line or extend our system without submitting our plans to him. Im every case where 
we wanted to extend, we have done as every railway company has done, and we did not 
ask anything more. We have come before the Minister, we have submitted our location 
plans, and we have never put up a pole or built a line without his approval. 

Mr. Tomson, K.C.: Would you put yourself in that position if you had a right 
to buy out all existing lines? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: We are perfectly willing to put ourselves in the position 
of any railway company and be dealt with the same as anybody else. 


Mr. Tnomson, K.C.: You are begging the question. 


Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: Can my learned friend ask any more than we should be 
put under the Board? We have applied to go under the Board. On the last occasion 
of application, to show my learned friend just what the situation is, not a month 


ago 


Mr. Nessitr: Would you be willing to go to the Board in case you wanted to buy 
out an existing line? For example the one at Lindsay. 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: For what purpose? 

Mr. Nespitt: To get consent. 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: To get the consent of the Board. I cannot see any 
objection to such a proposal. The difficulty, of course, is that in some of these sections 
a joint Board is proposed. It depends upon what board the company would have to go 
to. You must bear in mind that our opponents in Ontario are also a Board. I refer 
to the Hydro-Electric Commission. They are our principal competitors, and if we 
have to go to them to know whether we can do anything, it would be almost a waste of 
time to make the application. 

Mr, Nespitr: I meant the Dominion Railway Board. 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: I see, you referred to the Dominion Railway Board. Now, 
as an illustration of what is likely to happen, let me mention what happened the other 
day. We proposed to extend a line into the village of Islington, I think that was the 
place, and we submitted plans to the Minister. We were opposed by the city of Toronto, 
we were opposed by the county authorities, we were opposed by the municipalities from 
the Niagara district, we were opposed by the Hydro-Electric Commission, and natur- 
ally the minister found himself in a very awkward situation through our being opposed 
by all these municipalities, in matters which perhaps did not always concern them 
except as to the principle. The result is the minister did not approve of our plans. 
What did our competitors do who did not require any approval? In two weeks they 
had a line in there on the very street that we had asked to lay down our lines on. 
That is what would happen if the terms of this Act as originally set forth are carried 
out. Suppose we go to a municipality and ask leave to lay down our lines or string 
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our wires. The Act says we must get the consent of the municipality as expressed 
by by-law. Very well, we ask for the necessary consent, and in some cases it may take 
a year to have the by-law passed. In the meantime our competitors are in that town, 
because they require no by-law. In other words, every market we have will be cut 
off from this company if the terms of this Act, or of this amendment, are carried out. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: You object, not only to the proposed amendments but to the 
Bill as drawn? 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: I object to the Bill as drawn. As to the amendments, I 
must admit I am not sufficiently conversant with them to criticize them in detail. 
What we feel is this, and it really comes down to a question of vested rights; [ do not 
believe that Parliament ever intended to give us less than we have got, and we are 
face to face with this situation: We have spent our money, we have got our develop- 
ment company, we have gone ahead with our lines, six millions of dollars are invested 
in transmission lines and now every market we have is to be cut off. 

Mr. Macponatp: Those of us who come from other provinces do not know the 
extent of the development and operations of your company. Will you explain, please, 
what expenditure you have made and where you get your power? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: In the first place, our power is developed on the banks of 
the Niagara river under a contract with the Queen Victoria and Niagara Falls Park 
Commissioners. They are the men authorized by the Government to give us a lease 
enabling us to take power from the river. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: You mean, authorized by the Ontario Government? 

Mr. MeCarrtny, K.C.: Yes, the Ontario Government. That contract is in existence 
to-day, but notwithstanding that fact, and notwithstanding that it contains a clause 
that the Government will never enter into competition with us, a year ago the Ontario 
Government passed an Act which abrogated that clause in regard to competition and 
now they are empowering themselves to enter into competition with us. Therefore, 
we are going to have very serious competition from the Government itself notwith- 
standing the clause by which they agreed not to compete with us. 

Mr. Macponatp: What expenditure have you made on development? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: We have expended eighteen millions of dollars. 

Mr. Nessirr: What is the distance of your transmission line? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: From Niagara to Toronto? 

Mr. Nespitr: Yes, how long is that? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: I suppose it is about 100 miles. 

Mr. Macrean: Are you selling your product now? 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: We are selling all our product, the most of it I may say for 
the purpose of manufacturing munitions. The Toronto Street Railway Company is 
now operated largely by steam in order to permit the munition plants in the Niagara 
District to use our water-power. 

Mr. Macponatp: Those of us who come from the other provinces have not the local 
knowledge, and therefore we want to know what has been done. 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Our main transmission line is between Toronto and Niagara 
Falls. It is a large transmission line, I suppose there are eight lines of three wires 
each between these points. We are doing business with Thorold, St. Catharines and 
other towns and in all the towns through the district we naturally expect to get con- 
tracts. We encourage industries to locate there. I can name to you, gentlemen, an 
industry that we have induced to go there which has been beneficial to the district, 
and of course, beneficial to us. But if a big company settles in a small town, say, for 
example, Thorold, if we have induced that company to go there and have made a con- 
tract with it, and our rights are to be cut off in that municipality, we may as well 
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take down our copper wires and sell them for scrap. That would be the result ot the 
legislation proposed here if it were carried into effect. As I say, since the Toronto 
and Niagara Power Company’s decision from the Privy Council no one can suggest 
that we have acted arbitrarily or that we have exercised the full powers our Act gives 
us. There is nothing in our Act which requires us to go to the Minister for approval 
of our plans, yet we have gone, in order that there may be no difficulty and that every- 
body may know what we are doing. But in consequence of our doing that, as a result 
of our making known what we propose to do, our competitors slip in ahead of us and 
while the Minister is considering whether he shall give approval to our plans, our 
competitors have their lines built. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think the hydro-electric line was built before you came to 
the Minister. 


Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: You mean their line? 
Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes. 


Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: Well, they bought out the Erindale Power Company, and 
since then they have strung other lines. 

Mr. Srvciam: How do_you propose to overcome the ditticulty ? 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: The Board of Railway Commissioners are the proper parties 
to act. Here you are requiring the consent of municipalities to be obtained. Well, 
we go to a municipality and ask for their consent, and they say, ‘“‘We will give you 
that consent by by-law.” That means a long delay. 


Mr. Macponeti: This is a general rule applying to all. 
Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: Not all railways. 
Mr. Macponewu: ‘All railways that are selling power. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, go to the municipality and ask for a by-law. If that is 
not granted within a reasonable time you can go to the Board of Railway Commission- 
ers and say, “ We have not received that by-law.” 


Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: Yes, but then when we go to the Board we are met by the 
municipalities, who say, “ We are considering the matter. In the meantime, do not let 
these gentlemen go ahead.” 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Suppose it is provided that if the by-law is not passed within 
a certain time after application, then you can go to the Board. 


Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Why go to that trouble at all? Why not let us apply to 
the Board instead of to the municipality ? 


Mr. Nessirr: You would not want us to authorize you to establish a system 
without the consent of the municipality ? 


Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: No, although our charter at the present time gives us 
that right. If the city of Toronto buys out the Electric Light Company, that ends 
our charter, and our wires are cut, so far as that is concerned. Those are chances 
that we take. But if the Electric Light Company continues to operate underground 
we want to continue our contract by the purchase of their overhead poles and wires, 
we want to feed their underground system, if necessary, by the wires and poles above- 
ground. We want the right to purchase those poles and wires and continue our 
contract with them. Unless we get that right we might never be able to continue 
our contract with them, and they may never be able to live up to their contract with 
their customers. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Subsection 2 of the proposed Section 373 provides that 
you shall go to the municipality and require its consent in the first place. If you 
cannot get it then you can go and get an order from the Board. 


298 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY AOT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: What does a railway Company do? A Railway Company 
files its plans with the Board. Why should we be put in a worse position than 
railway companies are, which are only compelled to file their plans with the Board? 

Mr. Nesprrr: And they file their plans with the municipality too. 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: So do we. We file our plans in the registry office and 
then we make our request for approval and the Board have to say whether the scheme 
is feasible or proper. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: Mr. McCarthy says the Board is the final arbitrator under 
the section as drawn, why not go to them direct. That is what you mean? 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: That is what I submit. 

Mr. Bowxsy, K.C.: Of course the people have no rights. They have no right 
to be considered at all. 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: The people are represented by the Town Council or City 
Council as the ease may be. The Council are interested and J have no doubt will 
take care of the people’s rights in the locality. 

Mr. MacponetL: You want to go direct to the Railway Board as I understand it. 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: Certainly. We file our plans as a railway does, and then 
we serve notice on the municipality that we will on a certain day apply for approval 
of those plans. 

Mr. Macponett: But you object that you should first have to apply to the 
municipality ? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Simply for this reason: Jf we go there first they can 
hold us up for an interminable period. They can say, “We will not give our consent. 
We will leave it to the people’. A year afterwards they submit the matter to the 
vote of the people, and by that time our competitors have got their own lines built 
and their wires strung. 

Mr. Bowtsy, K.C.: You could obviate that by a time limit. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Is there not an Act of the Province of Ontario that requires 
any Company, before laying its poles or wires on any highway, to get the consent of 
the ratepayers ? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: No, not necessarily. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: JI think, under what is known as the Franchise Act, no 
municipality in Ontario can grant a franchise, unless it is submitted to the ratepayers. 
Therefore, that would be another delay you would have to submit to. 

Mr. McCarrtny, K.C.: Yes, if that is so. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Is that not so, Mr. Pope? 

Mr. Pore: Yes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is a step in advance. 

Mr. McCarrnuy, K.C: A step backward. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I think it is a step in advance. You cannot get the consent 
of any municipality to erect your poles and string your wires in the Province of 
Ontario unless a by-law is submitted to the ratepayers, as the law stands to-day. 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: That does not apply to our company, but if this legislation 
went through it would apply. 

Mr. Jounston, KC. 7 This says they cannot enter on any highway except with the 
consent of the municipality expressed by by-law. If the municipal law requires that ° 
that by-law must be submitted to the ratepayers, Mr. McCarthy must get the consent 
of the ratepayers. Hi 
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Mr. Harris: It has to be sanctioned by by-law of the municipality before the 
Hydro can go in and operate, or before they can enter into any agreement with them 
it is necessary that they must pass the by-law. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Hydro-Electric require a by-law approved by the rate- 
payers. 

Mr. Harris: Or any other company. Before a municipality can grant a franchise 
within the limits it must be endorsed by the ratepayers. 

Mr. Maciean: Does Mr. McCarthy ask the right to enter the city irrespective of 
the law? 


Mr. MoCartuy, K.C.: No, we are a Dominion company and work for the general 
advantage of Canada, and so considered when we were incorporated; and there was 
no word of complaint against the powers given this company until we found a com- 
petitor in the Hydro-Electric, and the whole idea now is. to cut down our powers as 
much as possible. The result of the legislation would be that if we were to try to get 
the consent of any municipality, that municipality would have to submit it to the 
ratepayers; it would have to be done by by-law. If they turned us down we would 
have to go to the Board. Why go through all that machinery if the Board is the final 
arbiter ¢ 


The Cuairman: If the Hydro-Electric has to go through the proceeding which 
you have just outlined, why do you object? 


Mr. Bowrsy, K.C.: Because they want to get rid of it. 


Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: We cannot compete with them under the conditions under 
which we have to operate. 


The CuHaiman: The Hydro has to go through the proceeding which you object 
to. F 
Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Without having to pay taxes. We cannot compete with 
them on these terms.. If this proposition goes through, it means absolutely wiping 
out our company. That is the result. 

Mr. Macponatp: You say that the Parliament of Canada granted to your com- 
pany these rights in this charter, free from municipal interference, and you say on 
the faith of that charter you invested capital ? 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: Yes. 


Mr. Macponatp: You say now further, that you are willing to submit the whole 
of your locations to the Railway Board and not to the public; and these gentlemen come 
in, representing, not a Federal charter, but a Provincial company, working under an 
Ontario charter, and they say “We are compelled to submit to municipal direction, and 
you must be compelled also”; and you say, in answer to that, “If that is done, having 
regard to circumstances, our money will be imperilled and we will be wiped out’’? 


Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: If we had not got the charter we did get, there would 
never have been a cent of money invested. We got the charter, and on the faith of it 
twenty millions was invested, and the representatives of the municipalities come and 
say “Cut down the powers of that company.” We say “If you cut them down that sim- 
ply means the loss of the capital invested. We have those rights, and we object most 
strenuously to our rights being cut down in any particular. But if the committee 
determines our rights shall be cut down and our privileges interfered with, then I say 
the only fair thing to do is to put us under the jurisdiction of the Railway Board, like 
any other company. ; 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You say that under the present Act you are not subject to 
Provincial control ? 


Mr. McCartny, K.C.: Yes. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: And the present Bill would bring under it? 
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Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: You object to that, but are willing to have the matter 
submitted to the Railway Board. 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Nespirr: I want to ask Mr. McCarthy a question, in order to make clear the 
position in Toronto. You say that if Toronto bought out the Toronto Electric Light 
Company, then you would not be able to buy the poles of the Toronto Electric Light 
Company ? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: No. If the City of Toronto buy them out, that is an end 
of us. 

Mr. Nesprrr: You do not interfere any further in the matter after that? 

Mr. McCartuy. K.C.: No. 

Mr. Nespirr: But if Toronto does not buy them out, and the Toronto Electric 
Light Company’s charter is renewed 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: It can only be renewed for an underground system, accord- 
ing to the decision of the Privy Council. Certain outlying portions had been con- 
structed, which the Privy Council said they had no right to construct. That was in 
the new district of Toronto as extended? Those new poles and wires are up there, but 
if the franchise is renewed for another twenty years, the City of Toronto may say 
“Take down your wires and poles.” All we say is that we want to have a right to buy 
those wires and poles to still continue our operations to the Toronto Electric Light 
Company. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That company is subject to purchase by the city. 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: Yes. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If it sells to the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, 
would the Toronto and Niagara Power Company be subject to the same agreement? 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Maciean: Would your company carry out the agreement that the Toronto 
Electric Light Company made with the city. Mr. Thomson thinks they could evade it. 

Mr. McCartruy, K.C.: Mr. Thomson says, if the City of Toronto buy out the 
Toronto Electric Light Company, we could start a new business. Well, if we were fools 
enough to do it, we might. But with two companies operating there, and the City of 
Toronto in full control of all the companies, what. object would we have to push our- 
self into competition with those other companies? 

Mr. Macteasn: Mr. Thomson says they have rights which they may lose, but by 
purchasing the company, you would retain these rights. 

Mr. Tomson: TI will explain it. For instance, the right they have now in the 
central part of Toronto is overhead. The underground system is a mere bagatelle, and 
it is not an independent system; it is fed from the overhead. 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: Yes. 


Mr. Tuomson, K.C.: Their original franchise is a terminable one, on six months’ 
notice; they have to take down their polls. Is my learned friend willing, if they make 
a purchase of the Toronto Electric Light Company, that they should be subject to the 
same terms and bound to take down their poles on six months’ notice as provided for ? 
Are they willing to be subject to the obligations of the Toronto Electric Light Com- 
pany, if they buy them out? ~ 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Now. How could we take down the poles in six months 
and continue the supply? That is the whole issue. 


Mr. MacponELL: That may be an issue, but it is not in issue before us. We are 


nere to make a statute for the whole country, and we are not here to deal with any 
particular case, 


\ 
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Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: There is the difficulty. If each place has to be dealt with 
individually, it is going to be a difficult matter. If our charter rights are worth any- 
thing to us, we would certainly have the right to step in and build poles in the City of 
Toronto. Why not buy them? 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: You have a right to-day to do that? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Yes. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Which they have not availed themselves of. 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: No. If the Toronto Electrie Light Company’s contract 
is continued for another 20 years, and we want to continue supplying them, we want 
to utilize the poles and wires now on the streets to enable us to feed their under- 
ground system, and instead of building wires and poles, we would buy the ones that 
belong to them. 

Mr. Nessirr: But if the City of Toronto decides to buy out the Toronto 
Electric Light Company, that settled the whole thing. 

Mr. McCartuy, K.C.: Yes. 

The CHairnMAN: Has Mr. Fleming anything to say? 

Mr. Furminc: As Mr. McCarthy has dealt with the question very fully, I have 
not much to add. We look upon that contract as something sacred, which is not to 
be interfered with, because the innocent people in the old country have invested their 
money in it on the faith of that contract. You will never have any trouble after 
this with these contracts, because people with any common sense will keep away 
from any public utility, because they know to-day it is not safe. We have no 
ebjection to your inserting all the clauses you like in future contracts, because 
people take the contracts with their eyes open: but to interfere with something 
that has been done already, and something people have put their money in in good faith, 
is a bad thing. And if you adopt the proposals that are suggested here, you wipe out 
the company practically. 

The Cusamman: You object to the sections in the present Bill, as well as the 
amendment proposed ? 

Mr. Fiemine: Yes; we object to any amendment, except this: we are perfectly 
satisfied to come under the Railway Board, and not to exercise our rights, except 
with their approval. Outside of that, we do not think any changes should be made. 

Mr. Macponatp: Mr. McCarthy stated that he had not had an opportunity of 
perusing the suggested amendments. I think he should have an opportunity of 
stating what he considers the effect of them. 

The CHamMan: He could present it in writing. After you have studied these 
proposed amendments, could you submit your views in writing? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: I should be glad if the committee would give me an 
opportunity of considering these amendments. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Put your views in writing and the committee can consider 
them. 

Mr. Harris: Will Mr. McCarthy submit those views to me, so that I can send 
in any reply that may be desirable. ? 

Mr. McCarruy, K.C.: Yes, I will do that. 

The CuarrmMAn: Mr. Harris wishes to address the Committee. 

Mr. Harris: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I want to refer to two or three 
points which Mr. McCarthy made. Mr. Macdonald evidently thought Mr. McCarthy 
said twenty million was invested in this enterprise covered by this charter. He said 
there were six million in the Toronto and Niagara Power Company investment, and 
eighteen million in the electrical development which is a separate enterprise. Mr. 
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McCarthy said the overhead distribution system of the company consisted of some 
poles in outlying districts and new districts. The overhead system of the Toronto 
Electric embracing over six thousand poles, forming a forest in the downtown section 
of the city and spread all over Toronto, from the centre of the city to the limits, a 
ereat many poles spread ‘in the outlying sections. Toronto has the right in 1919 to 
buy out the Electrie Light Company. The company has extensive franchises, the 
city having the right to buy it out in any five-year period. The city may purchase 
the Toronto Electric Light Company in 1919. What we fear is that in 1920 the 
Toronto and Niagara Power Company, an affiliated company, may step into the streets 
of Toronto and nullify our investment. We may buy one branch for investment, and 
may find that investment destroyed to-morrow by another branch, established by the 
company, because of the very wide powers given in this charter, which they are able 
to exercise absolutely, without municipal control. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: And that may have taken place already, as far as you 
know. , 

Mr. Harris: It may have taken place already, for all we know. The Toronto and 
Niagara Power Company may be in possession of the Toronto Electric Light Company, 
although the Privy Council said that the Toronto Electric Light poles had no rights 
on the streets of Toronto after notice had been given that they should be removed. 
Tf the Toronto and Niagara Power. Company comes along and acquires these poles, 
under this charter the rights of Toronto are destroyed, 


Mr. Macponatp: That is the way in which things stand at present, as far as legal 
rights are concerned. Would the proposed amendment interfere with that, or is it only 
proposed to deal with future construction ? 


Mr. Harris: We propose it shall be retroactive. We do not know but what the 
transfer has been already effected. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The amendment would nullify any transfer. 

Mr. Harris: We do not interfere with the transmission system at all, in which 
six million is invested. 

Mr. Stxcrair: Does the city want to buy the transmission system ? 

Mr. Harris: Oh, no, we have not the power to buy it, if we wanted to. 

Mr. Macponatp: Do you want to buy the distribution system ? 


Mr. Harris: An offer was made at one time which the city did not accept. I 
cannot say what the desire of the city may be, but I think we would not be here 
combatting something which would not affect us, if we had not some intention. The 
Government has from time to time passed legislation to protect municipal rights since 
this charter passed Parliament. In the notes before your committee under section 373 
you quote the judgment inthe case of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company v. 
North Toronto and give that as a reason for remodelling section 373. ‘The Privy 
Council said that sections 247 and 248 did not apply because they were inconsistent 
with the original charter. We say 373 would apply, and we ask you to enact this 
legislation which we place before you, not only to preserve the rights of Toronto, but 
the rights of the municipalities as a whole, because other municipalities may find 
themselves in the same position as the city of Toronto relative to this company, and 
the rights of the municipalities may be destroyed, and you know how serious a matter 
that would be in connection with growing cities. 


Mr. Macponatp: What do you say about the argument of Mr. McCarthy with 
regard to vested rights? 


Mr. Harris: We do not take away any vested rights whatever. Mr. McCarthy’s 
company issued bonds for six million for a transmission line for the purpose of 
conducting power between two points. The Toronto Electric Light Company had a 
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franchise from Toronto to sell power within the city of Toronto. One branch of the 
company sold to the other branch of the company. There was the Toronto and Niagara 
Power Company and the Toronto Electric Light Company. The Toronto Electric 
franchise expires in 1919, and we have a right to purchase, and Mr. McCarthy comes 
along now and: asks you to protect the investors in the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company, so that their market with the Toronto Electric Light Company shall be 
preserved to them. The franchise of the Toronto Electric expires in 1919. We have 
the right of purchase or renewal, and if we purchase the company. may come in next 
day and operate alongside of us, and our investment is gone. Mr. McCarthy wants to 
acquire another franchise. His franchise at the present time brings him to the limits 
of Toronto, and he now wants to extend that through the city of Toronto, and make a 
distribution through the city. 

Mr. Sinciair: I understood Mr. McCarthy to say that if the city purchased it he 
had nothing further to say, but if the city did not purchase, and the Electric company 
was in the market, then they wanted to have an opportunity to buy it. 

Mr. McCarrny, K.C.: That is exactly what I said. 


Mr. Harris: No; what he said when the question was put to him was that if the 
city of Toronto acquired the Toronto Electric Light Company, that the Toronto and 
Niagara Power Company, under its charter—and it was right that they should have 
that power—could come in and lay out a distribution system and sell power within the 
city of Toronto, a power which he says they have never exercised since 1902. They 
have never exercised it, but they can exercise it, and it is right that they should, under 
the wide powers given them under Dominion legislation. 

Mr. Macponatp: J am trying to get your position in regard to vested rights. 
We have not Mr. McCarthy’s charter before us, but he says his company has vested 
rights to distribute power in Toronto anywhere. 

Mr. Harris: In the Dominion of Canada. 


Mr. Macponatp: The effect of this legislation would be to impair that vested 
right and take it away. 

Mr. Harris: Yes, undoubtedly, but we say it is to protect municipal rights, and 
to protect, as far as this company is concerned, taking clandestine advantage. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You want to prevent the electric company from really 
breaking its agreement with the city? 

Mr. Mactran: Mr. McCarthy has alluded to the rights possessed by railway 
companies, but Parliament can modify the powers of railway companies at any time. 
We have appointed a commission to regulate the rights of railway companies which 
was not in the original understanding when the powers were conferred on the com- 
panies. I ask, should not a power transmission company or an electric light company 
have its vested interests modified in the public interest? 

Mr. Macponett: Just a word on that point: 

Mr. Macnuzan: I mean, have its rights regulated, not taken away. 


Mr. Macponett: 'The objection has been raised here of hardship, as if we 
were singling out this company as an exception and putting drastic legislation on 
the statutes affecting it. You must bear in mind that in 1902, when this company 
got its charter, the Railway Board was not established—it was not called into exist- 
ence until the following year—and there was no machinery then to which this Bill 
might have been referred. I want to point out to the committee as a constant attend- 
ant at the committees before whom these Bills came up, during all the years since 
1904 in every case where a company like the Toronto and Niagara Power Company 
has come to Parliament, the rule has been to apply to it what are known as the public 
safeguarding clauses. I recollect the charter of the Ontario and Minnesota Power 
Company in 1905, in which the same safeguarding clauses were inserted. 


304 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Nessrrt: What we call the municipal clauses were applied to them. 

Mr. Macponetu: Yes. Whenever a company came, even after the Railway 
Board was established, these safeguarding clauses were inserted in each case and 
the companies were all made amenable to them. 

Mr. Macponaup: Were these operating companies or new companies? 

Mr. Macvonett: There were a lot of old companies that came back for legislation. 

Mr. Macponatp: But they were not operating companies? 

Mr. Macponrett: Yes, they were. 

Mr. Macponatp: Name one. 

Mr. Macponrti: The Ontario and Michigan Power Company came to us only 
two years ago. We also had the case of the Edwards Company, the company con- 
trolled by Senator Edwards, who is developing power here, and the safe guarding 
clauses were applied in that case. Then we had the case only the other day of the 
Continental Light, Heat and Power Company, I think a Montreal power corporation. 

Mr. Nespirr: That has not started business yet. 

Mr. Macponeti: Yes, they are doing business, so I am informed by the pro- 
motors. This company has a charter giving very much the same powers as the 
original Act of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company gave. The company asked 
for the right to increase their capital and for added powers, and the committee 
unanimously decided to apply the safeguarding clauses to them. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The Continental Company is not operating much, I am 
afraid, but if it is, do the new restrictions to which you have referred become retro- 
active? 

Mr. Macponetit: Yes, I think they do. 

Hon. Mr. GravamM: It appears then that whether they were operating or not 
these provisions would be effective. 

Mr. Macponett: J am just coming to the important section, more important 
than any of the others, which was added as subsection 5 of the Bill. It is in sub- 
stance what is provided for here. It was declared that nothing contained in the 
original Act of incorporation of the Continental Power Company, should be deemed 
to authorize the company to exercise the powers therein mentioned for the purpose 
of selling or distributing light, heat, power or electricity, in cities, towns or villages, 
without the company having first obtained the consent therefor by a by-law of the 
municipality. In that case there is no appeal to the Board. 

Mr. Nespirr: That is the same clause we have been putting in legislation of 
recent years. 

Mr. Macponetu: Yes. 

Mr. Neszirr: But the company you were talking about is not an operating com- 
pany at the present time. 

Mr. MacponeLth: Yes, it is. 

Mr. Nessgirt: If it is it is only to a trifling extent. 

Mr. Macponeti: I am told it is an operating company. 

ee Mr. Grauam: Does any one know to what extent the company is operating? 


. Port: They stated at the hearing eee the committee that they had been 
in 8 ae for twenty years. 


Hon. Mr. Grauamw: To what extent? 


Mr. Porr: Supplying mining companies and institutions of that kind, supplying 
power. 


Mr. Macpnonatp: Where? 
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Mr. Macvoneii: I merely rose for the purpose of pointing out that what we are 
asked to do to-day by the municipalities is in pursuance of a public duty. 

Mr. Macrean: There does seem to be a conflict of interest, and these companies 
are entitled to consideration in approaching a settlement of the situation. Inasmuch 
as Parliament in my opinion must put a measure of this kind on the statute book, the 
solution of the case of these particular companies and the issues raised, and this con- 
flict of interest lies in the Ontario Government, largely in the Prime Minister, Sir 
William Hearst, in that he has the power to buy out these companies in the same way 
that he endeavoured to buy out the Seymour Power Company. While we are 
endeavouring to go on with this legislation and take full control of these companies, 
yet the solution is the power of the provincial authorities to acquire these interests 
and to remove for all time the friction that exists to-day and may continue. 

Mr. Nespirr: I want to get this matter clear in my head if I can. It is said that 
if the city bought out the Toronto Electric Light Company the Toronto and Niagara 
Falls Power Company would come along and erect poles and string wires and start 
up a business again. 

Mr. Harris: That is what the Toronto and Niagara Company claim they ean do 
under their charter. hat is the claim they made this morning. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: They could buy the poles from the other company. 

Mr. Nessirr: If they bought out the whole enterprise would they have to put up 
new poles? 

My. Harris: Yes, they would have to put up new poles. 

Mr. Nespirr: If the city buys out the Electric Light Company it would not want 
the Toronto and Niagara Company to put up new poles for the distribution of power. 

Mr. Harris: We say we do not want them to distribute in the city at all. 

Mr. Nessrrr: Exactly. Then that will render the lines of the Toronto and Niagara 
Power Company absolutely useless. 

Mr. Harris: Oh, no. Their line is there for every purpose they require. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: There is a provision that takes care of that. 

Mr. THomson, K.C.: Yes, at the end of the proposed subsection 4 (reads) :— 


“srovided that this subsection shall not prevent the company from deliver- 


ing or supplying such power by any means now existent or under the provisions 
of any contract now in force for use in the operation of any railway or for use 

] by any other company, lawfully engage in the distribution of such power 
within any such city, town or village”. 


Mr. Harris: That will not affect existing contracts. 

Mr. Nesprrr: I do not know what the company is going to do if it cannot get 
into the city of Toronto. 

Mr. Harris: They themselves say in effect “If the city of Toronto purchases the 
Toronto Electric Light Company, we will not have that company as a purchaser for 
a large block of our power.” 

Mr. Sitnciam: Would it not place this company in the power of the city of 
Toronto ? 


Mr. Harris: No. 

Mr. Sincuam: If the city of Toronto has a distribution line and will not buy 
from the Toronto and Niagara Power Company or allow them to distribute power 
themselves, does that not put the latter company in the city’s power. 
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Mr. Harris: But you must remember that the Toronto and Niagara Power Com- 
pany’s line is not a line for the service of Toronto alone. 

Mr. Srvcuam: I understand, but as far as the city of Toronto is concerned, they 
would be given the power to say whether the rights of the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company shall be of any value or not. & 

Mr. Harris: No, sir. All their rights are preserved under their existing coutract 
in the city of Toronto. They have the entire district between Toronto and the Falls 
to develop and distribute power in, and they are distributing power in that district 
now. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: Suppose the Toronto Electric Light Company has a contract 
to-day with the Toronto and Niagara Power Company for the purchase of power, and 
the city of Toronto purchases the plant of the former company. Would the city have 
power to take it, subject to the contract with the Toronto and Niagara Power Com- 
pany ? 

Mr. Harris: No, sir. 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: That would leave the Toronto and Niagara Power Com- 


pany at loose ends. 

Mr. Harris: They fear they would lose customers for a large block of their power. 
In other words, they ask you not only to preserve their rights under their charter but 
to preserve the market which has been created by the evolution of companies. 

Mr. Neseirv: Suppose the Toronto and Niagara Power Company were supplying 
a manufacturing industry somewhere in the city of Toronto, and that the city bought 
them out.and would not allow them to erect any poles in the city limits, thus cutting 
them off at the entrance to Toronto. _How would they get the power to that industry 
which they had contracted to deliver? 

Mr. Harris: That is safeguarded under this legislation, the rights they have in 
any contract at the present time. 

Mr. Nessirr: How would they supply the power? 

Mr. Harris: Just as they are supplying it now. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The Electric Light Company’s franchise expires in 1919 if 
you so desire it. 

Mr. Tuompson, K.C.: The Power Company’s contract with the Electrie Light 
Company expires in 1919 also. 

Mr. Harris: They are supplying the largest block of power to the Toronto Railway 
Company and the contract does not expire until 1921. 

The Crairman: Are there any other representatives of municipalities who wish 
to be heard on this question. If so, and they will come forward, we shall be very glad 
to hear from them. 

Mr. Bow sy, K.C.: We would like to hear from Mr. Lighthall. 

The CuHatrman: Mr. Lighthall has been heard, 

Mr. Bow sy, K.C.: But only on one question. 

The CuatrMan: Are there other questions he wishes to discuss? 

Mr. Bowxpy, K.C.: There are a multitude of other questions. 

Mr. J. B. Datzett, Galt: It occurred to me while the discussion was going on, 
that the points were being narrowed down to issues between Toronto and the Toronto 
Electric Light Company, and the Toronto and Niagara Power Company. Now, what 
affects Toronto in this case also affects smaller municipalities who should be safe- 
guarded in this legislation quite as much as Toronto. The argument has been made 
here that these companies should not be subject to conditions that are not imposed upon 
railroads. If a railroad is in the enjoyment of an unfair advantage, that is no reason 
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why the Toronto Electric Light Company, or the Toronto and Niagara Power Company 
should enjoy an unfair advantage also. The legislation we are considering is a Bill 
governing railways, and you should see that no railway gets any unfair advantage. 
Galt is a small town, but we have many miles of streets on which we are anxious to 
get electric facilities. But first of all we must know whether we can safely permit the 
operation of such lines, and I do not think we can do so under existing circumstances. 
If the Toronto and Niagara Power Company can come in and buy out an existing 
franchise and then hold us down to it, hold us down to something entirely different 
from what we expected, we do not know what might happen. 

Mr. Mactean: Has not Mr. Kilmer covered your case? 

Mr. Datzeti: J did not hear what Mr. Kilmer has said. 

The CHamrman: Do the amendments presented by Mr. Thompson suit you? 

Mr. Dauzetu: Yes. 

The C#Hatrman: We shall now hear from Mr. Lighthall. 

Mr. LicuTHati: There is one very important question which has already been the 
cause of very much discussion in the committee. That is the question whether the 
definition of lands shall include easements, as far as expropriation is concerned, and the 
lawyers of the municipalities—those who have been able to meet here, representing the 
cities of Montreal, Toronto, Ottawa and other places—agree on this amendment: That 
section 2, subsection 15, which contains that addition to the definition of lands should 
be amended by inserting before the words “ any easement” the words “shall, except 
in cities, towns and villages, include any easement.” 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: You are content that these companies should be permitted to 
take easements through the country but not in cities, towns and villages. _ 

: Mr. LighrHai: That is our point exactly. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Why? 

Mr. LicurHat.: In the first place, we represent more particularly in the union of 
Canadian municipalities, cities, towns and villages. In the second place there is a 
very great difference in the position of urban communities as compared with rural 
districts. In the populous centres buildings are multiplying, institutions are multiply- 
ing, and land is of considerable value. Complications arise in the cities which do 
not present themselves on a farm. Under the expropriation clauses, if this definition 
is used a man will be unable to sell his property to the same advantage. 

Mr. Nessirr: I happen to live in what is called a city, and I would think that 
would be the very place where an easement should apply. 

Mr. Lichruauy: I think I can express the views of those in the larger places, and 
the views of a very large number of those in the small places. 

Mr. Turrirr: Better make it apply to the farmer as well. 

Mr. Nespirr: It does apply to the poor old farmer. 

Mr. Mactean: You want to limit it. 

Mr. LigutTuatu: I say we are willing to limit it. I do not want to limit it. It 
may affect the farmer also. 

The CuairmMan: Have you any other suggestion. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Mr. Macfarlane has something to say regarding section 373. 

The Cuarrman: Mr. Macfarlane, representing the Bell Telephone Company, wishes 
to address the committee. 

Mr. Macraruane: Just one suggestion I would like to offer with reference to sec- 
tion 373. Subsection 2 provides :— 


“No telegraph or telephone, or line for the conveyance of light, heat. power 
or electricity, within the legislative authority of the Parliament ot Canada, 
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shall, except as hereinafter in this section provided be construed, operated or 

maintained by any company upon, along or across any highway, square or other 
. . z ? 

publie place, without the consent, expressed by by-law 


And so on. That subsection as drawn would cover the making of small additions, » 


for instance running off distribution lines, etc., and I would suggest that the words 
“ Expressed by by-law” be struck out, and let them proceed in any lawful way, say 
by the municipal council giving the consent. Jt would involve a great deal of unneces- 
sary expense and delay if the consent had to be given by by-law. I understand where 
a company has entered a town they might have to get consent by by-law, but it should 
not be required in the case of small additions. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think it should be. I think the municipality should have 
the control of the streets. 

Mr. Macrarnane: I do not agree with that. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Macfarlane wants to get the consent of the munici- 
palities. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: Is there any way of getting it except by by-law. 

Mr. MacrarztAne: Yes, by resolution of the council. 

Mr. Nespirr: You want this to apply to a telephone company. 

Mr. Bowxsy, K.C.: I decidedly object to that. 

Mr. Macrarnane: Take an existing telephone line operating in the city, they 
have to go to the municipal council to get a consent to any addition, even to build a 
runoff line to a subscriber, or to add lines to our existing pole lines. 

Mr. Nespitr: If you want to go up another street, you have to go to the munici- 
pality, and you object to having a by-law for that. 

Mr. Macrarirane: We say the consent should be given in some effective manner, 
say resolution of the council, or by-law. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If by-law is necessary you are willing to consent to that. 

Mr. MacrartaNne: In Quebec resolution of the council would be sufficient. 

Mr. Nessirr: For extending a telephone connection up a street, it seems nonsense 
to insist on a by-law. 

Mr. Macrartane: I quite appreciate that he has to get the consent of the muni- 
cipality in some way but I do not think it should be necessary to have a by-law in the 
case of minor additions. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Would this not be satisfactory ; make some limit to the length 
of the extension; if it were a very minor affair, that the city couneil could give it 
to you, but if it were an extensive affair it would have to be by by-law. 

Mr. Macrartane: I think extensions should be sanctioned by resolution of 
council. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In the province of Ontario the municipalities can only act 
by by-law; therefore in Ontario they will have to get a by-law. In the province of 
Quebec municipalities may act by resolution. Mr. Macfarlane is quite content that he 
should get the consent of the municipality in every case, but why compel them to have 
a by-law where the municipality can act without a by-law ? 

Mr. Nessitr: In Ontario they will not be able to act without a by-law. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Then in that case he runs his own risk. 

Mr. Maciean: He proposes to strike out the word by-law. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Quite so, but Mr. Macfarlane wants to leave the clause in 
this way: That the company shall not cross any highway without the consent of the 


municipality, If a by-law is necessary he will get it. If a resolution is sufficient he 
will get that. 
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Mr. Maciean: We say that the company should be required to obtain a by-law, but 
you propose to substitute for that a resolution. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I am saying by-law also. He has got to get the consent 
of the municipality in any lawful manner. 

Mr. Macrean: I know, but when you require a by-law, it provides for a 
reasonable consideration and publicity. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: That is the case in Ontario, but not in some other provinces. 
The difficulty is that in Ontario the consent of the municipality must be obtained by 
by-law, but in some other provinces the by-law is not required. That is Mr. 
Macfarlane’s point. 

Mr. Macrartane: Yes, that is it exactly. 

Mr. Mactean: Yes, but when you are meeting this point you are taking away the 
protection that exists in Ontario. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: We will not do that. 

Mr. Lavrenpeau: Speaking for the city of Montreal, it is not correct that we 
grant franchises by resolution. There must be by-laws. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Harris tells me that in Toronto permission without 
by-law is sometimes granted. You are only going to make more trouble for the 
Bell Telephone Company and for the city councils if you insist upon the passage 
of a by-law. ; 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The streets belong to the people, and if these companies 
want privileges they ought to get the consent of the people. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Macfarlane is willing to get that consent. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: As some one has said here to-day, if there were not proper 
safeguards provided the company might, while ostensibly seeking only an extension, 
establish a whole new system in a municipality. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: You could put in that the consent must be by by-law so far 
as Ontario is concerned. 

Mr. Macrariane: Perhaps you will permit me to draft an amendment. 

The Cuairman: Very well, if you will draft an amendment we will consider it. 

Mr. Bowtsy, K.C.: There ought to be a copy sent to us. 

Mr. Mactean: While the committee is talking about the rights of the munici- 
palities, the city of Toronto is very much concerned in regard to its treatment by 
express companies. It is said there is discrimination against Toronto, as compared 
with Montreal, in the delivery of express parcels. I am now simply directing the 
attention of Mr. Johnston to this contention on the part of the city of Toronto, and I 
hope we shall have a chance of re-opening the question so as to regulate the express 
companies by requiring them to accord equality of terms. 


Committee adjourned until Tuesday, 22nd instant. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 
May 22, 1917. 


The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


The CiairMan: I will read the clause which is under consideration by the Com- 
mittee this morning: 


358. The provisions of this Act shall, so far as deemed applicable by the 
Board, extend and apply to the traffic carried by any railway company by sea 
or by inland water, between any ports or places in Canada, if the company 
owns, charters, uses, maintains or works, or is a party to any arrangement for 
using, maintaining or working vessels for carrying traftic by sea or by inland 
water between any such ports or places, and the provisions of this Act in respect 
of tolls, tariffs, and joint tariffs shall, so far as deemed applicable by the Board, 
extend and apply to all freight traffic carried by any carrier by water from any 
port or place in Canada to any other port or place in ‘Canada. 


The following communications have been received: 


Hamitton, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
Mr. Rosipoux, 
Clerk of Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


The Transportation Committee of the Hamilton Board of Trade feel that 
it would be a mistake to hamper present steamship arrangements. Up to the 
present we have not been able to compile sufficient data to see where it would 
be an advantage to place steamship lines under the jurisdiction of the Railway 
Board and would strongly urge that if legislation of this kind is contemplated 
time should be given for further consideration of same. 


T. L. BROWN, 
Secretary Board of Trade, 


‘ 
CuatHaM, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
Mr. Ropmoux, 
Clerk of Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa, Ontario. 


Clause No. 358, traffic by water, inclusion of in consolidation of Railway 
Act strongly opposed by Chatham Board of Trade; favour free and unmolested 
traffic on inland waters of Canada. 

WILLIAM ANDERSON, 
Pres., Chatham Board of Trade. 
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Fort WituuaM, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
J. E. Armstrone, M.P., 
Chairman Special Railway Committee, 
Tlouse of Commons, 
Ottawa. 

At a special meeting of the Fort William Board of Trade held to-night the 
following resolution was unanimously carried, that this Board not having yet 
received a copy of the Bill affecting steamships and steamship tolls earnestly 
urges that it be given time for consideration and to be heard as steamship 
traffic is a vital matter to the head of the Lakes. Please give full opportunity 
for our representation, 

W. A. DOWLER, 
President. 


Fort Wituiam, Ont., May 21, 1917. 


Chairman of the Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 

Information received Saturday of Bill placing steamboat tolls between 
Canadian ports under Railway Commission; Fort William vitally interested in 
steamboat trafic and our Board desires opportunity for consideration and to be 
heard if so desired after Bill wired for Saturday has been received and ask that 
hearing be delayed to enable consideration take place. Matter exceedingly 
important and far reaching. Please wire quickly if Bill may be deferred to a 
later date and the date. 

W. A. DOWLER, 


President, Fort William Board of Trade. 


The Wriynirec Boarp or Trang, 
May 19, 1917. 
Mr. J. E. Armstronc, M.P., 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 

Dear Sir,—I beg to enclose a copy of a telegram which I sent to you to-day, 
with reference to the proposed bill to place the water carriers under the control 
of the Railway Commission in the matter of rates. 

Yours very truly, 
ASE BOYLE, 


Secretary. 


J. KE. ArmstroneG, M.P., 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa, Ont. 

Proposed legislation place all water carriers plying between Canadian ports 
under jurisdiction of Railway Commission in the matter of rates is measure so 
detrimental to interests of this country that Winnipeg Board of Trade desires 
to protest most emphatically against it. To us it looks as though Parliament 
would say to the shippers: “There shall be no competition in rates for evermore”. 
Please have this bill killed at the earliest possible moment. 

A. EK. BOYLE; 


ra Secretary. 
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Mr. Rosipoux, 

Clerk of the Railway Committee. 

The Executive of the Border Chamber of Commerce comprising Boards of 
Trade of Ford, Walkerville, Windsor, Sandwich and Ojibway deems it advisable 
that the traffic by water clause number 358 should be adopted. Freedom of 
trade and competition on the waterway should remain free to everyone. 

TS CoRAYS 
Secretary. 


WauacesurG, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
Mr. Rosinoux, Clerk, 
The Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, Ottawa, Ont. 

Dear Stir,—It has just been brought to our attention that it is the intention 
of Mr. Armstrong, of East Lambton, to introduce certain legislation regarding 
the governing of traffic on steamships on the inland waters of Canada, and we 
further understand that this legislation is likely to be introduced to-morrow. 
As very large shippers of glassware to Port Arthur and Fort William by Cana- 
dian boats, we wish to enter our vigorous protest against any legislation which 
will in any way interfere with the freedom of these boats to name such rates 
and charges as they see fit. While we are not speaking for the boat companies 
at all, it seems to us that in view of the fact that the boats of American register 
are not under government control, it would be a grave act of discrimination 
against Canadian boats to place them in any such position. In addition to 
this, it would absolutely prevent the making of fair rates to such points as are 
most favourably located as far as water shipments are concerned. 

We trust that our protest will be duly registered. 

We remain, 
Yours very truly, 


DOMINION GLASS COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Mr. Nessirr: Does the provision bring tramp steamers and all other steamships 


under the control of the Railway Board? If I owned a little boat would it be in the 
same category ? 


The CHatrMan: There is a limit to the size of the vessel. I have received the 


following other letters and telegrams: (reads) 


“Canapian Manuracturers ASSsoctraTION, 
Toronto, April 25, 1917. 
N. Roswoux, Esq., 
Clerk, Railway Committee, 
Room 301, House of Commons, 
Ottawa, Ont. 


Dear Sir,—I am pleased to advise you that Bill 13, “ An Act to consolidate 
and amend the Railway Act,” now being considered, contains a number of 
amendments suggested by this Association. 

Strong objections have, however, been taken by a large number of our mem- 
bers to section 358, bringing water carriers, other than those owned, chartered, 
used or maintained, or working under an arrangement with a railway company, 
under the jurisdiction of the Board. Some of the objections thereto were 
stated at a meeting of the Special Committee of the Senate and the House of 
Commons, held on May 28, 1914. The question also came up afterwards in con- 
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nection with Bill 3, “An Act to amend the Railway Act,” 1915. The position 
then taken, so far as we know, has not changed. It may be, in view of the 
opposition which has developed, that the amendment has been dropped. If not, 
we would respectfully ask for an opportunity to again present our objections 
thereto. If it is desired that we should appear before the Committee, will you 


be good enough to advise us as far in advance as possible when it will be con- 
venient to do so. 


Thanking you, I am, 
Yours faithfully, 


(Sgd.) J. KE. WALSH, 
Mgr. Transportation Department.” 


Toronto, April 27, 1917. 
N. Roswovux, Esq., 
Clerk, Special Committee on Bill No. 13, 
House of Commons, Ottawa, Ont. 


DEAR S1rR,—I am very much obliged for yours of the 26th advising of the 
procedure adopted by the Committee on Bill No. 13. 

Ais we wrote you on the 25th, a large number of members of this’ Associa- 
tion objected to that portion of section 358 placing port to port water car- 
riers under the control of the Railway Commissioners. Some of these objec- 
tions will be found in the printed proceedings of the Special Committee at the 
sittings in Ottawa, May 28, 1914. Will this evidence be incorporated in the 
present proceedings, or is it your desire that the evidence then given should 
be now repeated. 


Thanking you for an early reply, I am, 
Yours faithfully, 


(Sed.) J. E. WAUSH, 
Manager Transportation Department. 


Fort WituraM, Ont., May 18, /17. 
J. D. Hazen, 
Minister of Marine and Fisheries, 
Ottawa. 


TELEGRAM. 


Information just received that an important bill is coming before Par- 
liament on Tuesday affecting steamships and steamboat rates and steamship 
companies by placing same under Railway Commission the head of the Lakes 
is vitally interested in the steamboat business and our board desires opportunity 
for consideration and to be heard if so desired after bill itself has been received. 
Please cause copy bill to be forwarded to reach us Monday if possible. 


(Sed.) W. A. DOWLER, 
President Fort William Board of Frade. 
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CuarHaM, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
Mr. Rosmovx, 
Secretary Railway Committee, 
Ottawa, Ont. 

Most shippers here strongly opposed to proposed amendment Railway Act 
clause 358 and-council will likely rescind resolution sent to you shippers think 
present elasticity preferable. 

(Sed.) J. G. KERR, 
Mayor. 


TELEGRAM. 
CuatTHaM, Ont., May 21, 1917. 


Mr. Rogiwoux, 
Clerk of Railway Committee, 
Ottawa. 

Do not consider up to the best interest of water shippers in Canada to 
have steamships company tariffs controlled by the Board of Railway Com- 
mission there are so many varying conditions entering into water traffic that 
we believe waterways of Canada should be open and free to everyone. 


(Sgd.) DOMINION SUGAR CO. 


TELEGRAM: 


Courtwicut, Ont., May 19, 1917. 
Mr. Ropmoux, 
Clerk, Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


With reference to clause 358 traffic by water being included in bill for 
consolidation of Railway Act we most strongly are opposed to any legislation 
of this kind being passed as being detrimental to our interests and the interests 
of other shippers on water routes and we trust that this clause will be struck 
out of the bill. 


(Sed.) THE WESTERN SALT CO. 


TELEGRAM. 


Sarnia, Ont., May 18, 1917. 
Mr. Rogpmoux, 
Clerk, Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


Mr. Armstrong, member for East Lambton, under date May 12, wrote 
our Board regarding clause number three fifty eight traffic by water being 
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included in Bill for consolidation of Railway Act and requested if our body 
intended to support the clause you should be communicated with and we beg 
to advise that the clause was discussed in general meeting last night and 
resolution unanimously passed that you would be communicated with and 
advised that in the opinion of our Board it would not be to the best interests 
of Canada or of this community to pass any legislation that would stifle ship 
building or owning or interfere, hamper or cause any change in any condition 
that have heretofore existed in the free and unmolested traffic carried by ship 
on the inland waterways of Canada or the high seas which are natures high- 
ways open and free for everyone to use. 


SarnriA Board or TRADE, 
(Sed.) J. L. BUCHAN, Pres. 


THE DOMINION MILLERS’ ASSOCIATION. 


Toronto, May 18, 1917. 


My. Rosinoux, 
Clerk, Railway Committee, Bill No. 18, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


Dear Sirn:—Our association is interested in sections No. 313, 357 and 358 
and would like an opportunity of appearing before your Committee when the 


above sections are being considered. 
Will you kindly advise me what date and time we can have a hearing, 


and oblige, 
Yours truly, 


(Sgd.) CE Bi Weeds: 


TELEGRAM. 


QuEBEC, May 21, 1917. 


The CHAIRMAN, 
Railway Committee, House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


Council of Quebec Board of Trade is strongly against any Federal 
legislation which would have for object to put all our inland Steamship Com- 
panies under jurisdiction of the Board of Railway Commissioners of Canada 
because our shippers would lose advantage of competition during season of 
navigation. 


(Sgd.) T. LEVASSEUR. 
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Mr. Ropipoux, 
Clerk of Railway Committee, 
Ottawa, Ont. 


Strongly deprecate proposed clause 358 bringing shipping under Railway 
Act as being inimical to best interests of and promotion of shipbuilding insist- 
ently called for by critical shortage of tonnage throughout Empire consider time 
most inopportune for any such measure. 


(Sed.) THOR IRON WORKS. 


TELEGRAM. 


Owen Sounp, Ont., May 21, 1917. 


Mr. Rosipoux, 
Clerk of Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


We are opposed to clause 358 of the Bill entitled Traffic by Water and 
believe that it would hinder the development of shipbuilding and the owning of 
ships by Canadians. The competition between ships on the Great Lakes is suffi- 
cient in our judgment to regulate freight charges. ; 

THE COLLINGWOOD SHIPBUILDING CO., LTD., 
(Sga.) H. B. Smiru, President. 


TELEGRAM. 


Wi1arTon, Ont., May 21, 1917. 


Mr. Roxipoux, 
Clerk, Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, Ottawa, Ont. 


The Wiarton Board of Trade protest against clause 358 of Traffic by Water 
Bill so) far as applicable to carriers by water, other than Railway Companies 
and asks last fifty-one words of clause be struck out. 

(Sed.) J. CARLYLE MOORE, 
Secretary. 


The following is an extract from a letter, signed by George Hadrill, Secretary, 


Montreal Board of Trade, dated April 28, 1917. 


The Council is of opinion that it is inadvisable to apply the provisions of 
the Railway Act in respect of tolls, tariffs and joint tariffs on freight traffic 
carried by water between ports in Canada. There are a great many reasons why 
the Council considers this inadvisable, the chief being a strong belief that the 
jurisdiction of the Board of Railway Commissioners would tend to limit compe- 
tition between the water carriers themselves, which in turn would tend to 
decrease the competition between water carriers and the railways. 
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MontreaL, May 3, 1917. 
Mr. Rosipoux, 
Clerk, Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


Sir,—I am directed by the Council of this Board to supplement, as follows, 
the representations to your Committee made in my letter to you of 28th ult. 

That the Council unanimously renews the representations made in its 
letter of the 18th May, 1914, to the Joint Committee of the Senate and House 
of Commons which then considered Senate Bill B2, intituled, “ An Act to Con- 
solidate and amend the Railway Act,” which were to the following effect :— 

That the railways claim that the Board of Railway Commissioners has 
no jurisdiction over special arrangements, such as Stoptover, Reshipping, 
Milling-in-transit, etc., styled by the railways “special services” or “privileges”, 
and therefore that the railways may grant, amend or cancel same as may best 
suit their purpose, provided of course this is done without unjust discrim- 
ination. 

That the Council therefore, believing that the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners should be empowered to control or to order any services incidental 
to the business of a carrier, strongly urges that provision should be made in 
the Railway Act to extend the jurisdiction of the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners for Canada over such special services rendered by the railways. 


I am, sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


GEO. HADRILL, 


Secretary. 


Montreat, May 11, 1917. 
My. Roswoux, 
Clerk, Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 


Sir,—Referring to my letter to you of 28th ult. stating that the Council 
of this Board takes strong exception to that portion of Section 358 of the Bill 
which provides that provisions of the Act in respect to tolls, tariffs and joint 
tariffs shall, so far as deemed applicable by the Board of Railway Commissioners 
extend and apply to all freight traffic carried by any carrier by water from any 
port or place in Canada to any other port or place in Canada. I am now to say 
that if the Committee feels that, with this protest and with the oral evidence 
given in 1914 with regard to this provision of the Bill by its special delegates, 
Messrs. Huntly Drummond and Alex. McFee (recorded in No. 4 of the Pro- 
ceedings of the Joint Committee which considered a similar amendment to 
the Railway Act in 1914) it is fully possessed of the objections of this Board 
to include water-borne traffic in the jurisdiction of the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners, the Council will not further trouble it, but if on the other hand the 
Committee feels that it would like to hear oral objections to the said clause 
the Council will arrange to be represented before the Committee at any date it 
may appoint. 

I am to add that the Council, believing this question to be of great 
importance to business interests, prays the Committee will not pronounce 
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upon it without the fullest consideration of the objections to placing the 
tariffs of water-borne traffic under the jurisdiction of the Board of Railway 
Commissioners, and in so representing the Council desires it to be clearly 
understood that it has nothing but admiration for the work of the Board 
of Railway Commissioners, though, with respect to water-borne traffic, this 
Board does not believe that in the matter of rates there should be any control. 
I am, sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


GEO. HADRILL, 
Secretary. 


TELEGRAM. 
Port Artuur, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
N. Ropipoux, 
Clerk of Railway Committee, 
Ottawa. 


Regarding section 358, proposed Railway Act amendment placing Canadian 
steamers under jurisdiction Railway Commission stop in view of no such restric- 
tions on American bottoms we consider this will seriously affect Canadian 
steamship traffic and thereby reflect on the Canadian shipbuilding industry 
therefore we vigorously protest against proposed legislation. 


(Sed.) PORT ARTHUR SHIPBUILDING CO. 


T will now ask you to temporarily appoint another Chairman, as I would like to 
have the privilege of making some representations to the Committee. 

Mr. Armstrong then vacated the chair, and on the motion of Hon. Mr. Cochrane, 
seconded by Mr. Nesbitt, Mr. Macdonell was temporarily appointed Acting Chairman. 

The Acrinc CuHamman: I understand that a special arrangement has been made 
for the consideration this morning of section 358 which deals with water-borne traffic, 
and a number of gentlemen interested are here for the purpose of being heard. Mr. 
Armstrong has vacated the chair for the purpose of addressing the Committee on this 
section, and perhaps it would be desirable to hear him first. 

Mr. Armstronc: A number of gentlemen are here, some of whom have come a 
long way, and they should be heard first. 

Mr. Curve Princie, K.C.: A number of gentlemen are here who are opposed to 
the section as it stands, and if they address the Committee first, I ask that we should 
have the right of reply. 

Mr. Francis Kine, K.C., Counsel for the Dominion Marine Association: I submit, 
Mr. Chairman, there is no reason whatever in favour of the legislation. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The legislation is there; tell us why you are opposed to it. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This is new legislation insofar as it provides that the 
provisions of the Act in respect to tolls, tariffgy and joint tariffs are to extend to all 
freight carried by water. Formerly it only applied to freight carried by railway 
companies. 

Mr. Armstronc: JI move that Mr. King, representing the Dominion Marine 
Association be heard. 

Motion concurred in. 
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Mr. Kine, K.C.: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appear as counsel for the Dom- 


inion Marine Association, an organization which includes in its membership prac- 


tically all the tonnage atfected by the clause in question trading between Fort William 
and Montreal, the Great Lakes and the Upper St. Lawrence. Perhaps I should men- 
tion one exception from this, and included in that exception are particularly the boats 
operated by railways. The boats running in connection with the C.P.R. on Lake 
Superior are not included in our membership and have consistently withheld from 
membership, for the reason as advanced to us, that their interests are not the same as 
ours, but are, to some extent, opposed to us. Let me say that I am speaking under a 
very, very great handicap at present, in so far as have not before me a single word in 
favor of this legislation beyond what has been said at the various sessions of the 
Committee of the House of Commons and at the joint session of the two Houses in 
1914, and again I think, in 1915. That may be held to have placed me in possession of 
the arguments in favour of the legislation, but will you let me say that we were 
represented at those sessions, and that each time Mr. Armstrong, who was the chief 
spokesman for the legislation, made some arguments to the Committee in favour of the 
legislation, we had something to say in reply, and in the session of 1915, according to 
the record, conclusively satisfied the Committee that the onus of proof was upon the 
promoter of the legislation. I here refer to the record of 1914, and,,if permitted, will 
read it into the record to-day, and I wish to refer particularly to the statements made 
by Mr. Lawrence Henderson, the Managing Director of the Montreal Transportation 
Co., Montreal, and Senator Richardson, one of the principal grain dealers in Canada 
who, in the course of two hours and under a fire of interruptions and in spite of strong 
opposition established the justice of his contention and brought from the Committee a 
definite expression of opinion that it was up to the promoter of the legislation to make 
out a case, and then the Committee adjourned. I want to refer to those statements 
and ask that they form a part of the present record. 


The Actinc CHamrMaN: That is before the Committee now, as are all records in 
this House. You might hand it in and it will be copied into the report of the 
proceedings. : 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Will you tell me why the carriers in Canada should not be 
under the same jurisdiction as the carriers in the United States on the same territory ¢ 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: I see no special reason why they should not, but I feel that that 
is only a partial answer to the question, and in reference to what the minister has 
asked me perhaps I might take that point up at the moment, although I did not intend 
to bring it up at this particular stage. I have only heard incidentally—and it is 
brought to my mind again by the question—that one of the arguments against the 
contention of the owners of lake tonnage to-day is that on the United States side of the 
line vessels are under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission. My 
information on that point is to the exact contrary. I understand that under the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, in its original provisions, vessels were placed under the juris- 
diction of the commission in so far as they operated on continuous trips in connection 
with and under agreement with railways, and only insofar as they operated in that 
way. Then at a later date an effort was made to place the bulk carriers under the 
jurisdiction of the commission, and the effort failed, and that at present the bulk 
carriers, the boats engaged in the carriage of grain on the United States side, the boats 
engaged in the carriage of ore and those engaged in the earriage of coal are not under 
the jurisdiction of the commission, and that their jurisdiction applies exclusively to 
those boats largely engaged in package freight business, which are running under 
trade agreements with the railways on through traffic, either as to passengers or to 
freight. 


Mr. Sixciair: You are not objecting to jurisdiction over the boats that are running 
mM eepnection with railways? 
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Mr. Kina, K.C.: Not at all. The Act reads that way now, and it is only to the 
last few words of the section that we raise objection. An effort is there made to extend 
the jurisdiction to tariffs and tolls. 


Mr. Armsrrone, M.P.: If I could furnish you with conclusive proof that in the 
United States the boats are under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Board, that that 
board controls the rates and regulates the traffic and everything in connection with the 
business, that would be satisfactory to you, and you would have no objection to the 
section. 

Mr. Kina. KX.C.: Conclusive proof would be satisfactory to me as far as the facts 
are concerned, but it would not satisfy me that it was in the interest of the trade and 
commerce of Canada, and I maintain that it is not. 

Mr. Armstrronc, M.P.: Just a few minutes ago you were prepared to take that 
position. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: I do not think I went that far. I meet you on both points. In 
the first place, the facts are not properly represented, in so far as the boats are stated to 
be under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission, and in the second 
place, if that has been made law over there, it is not a good law in the interests of trade 
and commerce in Canada, and I say that, not from any selfish point of view, but having 
regard to the best interests of the trade on the lake, and the best interests of the con- 
sumer and shipper. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Tell us the reason why you say that? 


Mr. Kina, K.C.: I am ealling attention to this in order to show the feeling that 
we have personally as representing the lake tonnage. I do not for a moment suggest 
that Parliament has not jurisdiction to impose rules and regulations regarding tolls, 
if it is so desired, but I do think that Parliament does not indulge in legislation of 
that sweeping and radical policy unless there is a very, very strong expression of 
opinion from the public on the subject, or unless there is proof in the minds of the 
members of Parliament, that legislation is desirable or necessary. On both those 
points I am sparring with the wind so to speak, because I do not know either of the 
’ popular demand or of a necessity for it, and I do know, and I have with me here a 
list proving the fact, that the popular demand is, so far as I can find it out, absolutely 
to the contrary of the proposal. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Has that been worked up? 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: No, it has not been worked up. So far as the list which has been 
read to-day is concerned, a great many, in fact most of the names, are absolutely 
unknown to me and left off the list I prepared this morning. How this list was made 
up I do not know. I had no personal hand in it, and I might be called the chief con- 
spirator on behalf of the Dominion Marine Association. 


Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: You want to be a law unto yourselves, as far as rates and 
traffic arrangements are concerned. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: Not for a purely selfish reason such as has been suggested, and 
I was going to answer the minister in these same words. I had reached that point. 
I wanted to be clear, in the first place, that there is a proposed interference with the 
right of private agreement, that there is a proposed control of private enterprise. I 
know that one reason for that proposal is that an analogy is drawn between water traffic 
and that of the railways, and I propose to meet that. But answering the minister, I 
do want to say that one reason, and one of the main reasons that we are opposed to 
the proposal, in so far as, for instance, it affects the grain trade, is that the country 
is infinitely better off without the control than with it. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You would not say that about the railways? 


- 
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Mr. Kine, K.C.: I would not say that about the railways, no, and I do not wish 
to break that analogy between the railways and the boats at this stage. I do not say 
that the Government has not spent tremendous sums of money in developing the water- 
ways of Canada. They have deepened harbours, improved channels, provided aids to 
navigation such as lights and buoys, built canals for us, and all that sort of thing; 
and that, to some extent, is such as the expenditure made in favour of railways. But 
that is only an indirect aid to no particular boat now charged with making too high 
a tariff. That waterway is provided not as a roadbed on a railway is provided to 
earry the trains of one particular company from point to point; it is provided to carry 
the boat of any individual or company who has the nerve and the capital to build it. 
And we say that the analogy fails absolutely at that point. There is no public fran- 
chise given to any boat company. No boat company represented here to-day enjoys 
in the slightest the exclusive privilege to trade from Sarnia to the Sault, from Sarnia 
to Port Arthur, or from Port Colborne to Fort William. Any one can come in; and the 
Government has spent this money for the benefit of the whole country. 


Mr. Armstronc, K.C.: You would not furnish them with any safeguards what- 
soever ? 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: I do not say that. I say the safeguards exist. The analogy is 
wrong. If I may be allowed to follow the drift of my argument, will the committee 
permit me to continue that analogy between the railways and the boats? May I refer 
again to the record of 1914, very briefly, and in a hasty summary compiled at the con- 
clusion of the committee’s session, I attempted to place in writing an answer to what 
had been said by Mr. Armstrong. 


The railway does enjoy a franchise or monopoly on the road it uses and 
which the Government helped to build. 

It operates between definite points on definite schedules on a fixed roadway. 

It does not necessarily tie up a whole train and a train crew in taking on 
or unloading freight, and in any event it does not as a rule carry freight and 
passengers on the same train, although it may so carry express trafic. 

It is not subject to marine risks and does not pay from 5 per cent to 8 per 
cent for insurance against them. 

I am speaking now of 1914. 


Railway traffic does not include the infinite variety of classes of carriers to be 
found among the vessels trading in any one district which will include everything from 
a large vessel to a gasolene launch, from a steamer to an old-fashioned sailing craft 
and from a long distance carrier merely passing through the district to a vessel whose 
trade is confined to a very limited area. 

The railway is not subject to variations in carrying capacity due to fiuctations 
in the available draft of water. In one year recently the gross earning capacity of one 
fleet was lowered at least 20 per cent by low water. 

A yariety of other differences might be named and the above are merely hasty 
suggestions. 

That is so far as that analogy is concerned. But once more I may say that there 
is somewhere an argument which will at some time be presented against us having 
regard to the general good of the trade and commerce of the country. Let me deal 
with that point now. I say that while we have no public franchise, no exclusive priv- 
ileges, we should have no special burdens. That is an answer in itself against the 
suggestion for intervention. But the remedy is there in the very freedom that exists 
upon every one of these water routes, the freedom of absolute competition, not only 
between the boats that are now on the lakes—because the public can build a boat at 
any time in opposition to any particular route—but further, that absolute competi- 
tion insures a proper, fair rate and the water routes of the country operated under 
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those conditions have been the best safeguard the country has enjoyed in the way of 
centrol of rail rates. I am speaking now without reference to the splendid control 
exercised by the Railway Board. 

Mr. Armstrone, K.C.: May I ask why it is that the railways have not increased 
their rates since the war began, while you have practically doubled yours? 

Mr. Kina, K.C.: We have a number of reasons for that. Rates have doubled 
when boat capacity goes down. A heavy amount of tonnage has been removed from the 
lakes to the ocean, and we are working now under tremendous difficulty. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It gives you a chance to raise the rate? 

Mr. Kina, K.C.: It gives us a chance to meet competition on the other side. But I 
do not think the committee realize the tremendous handicap the boat men work under. 
Mr. Armstrong at a previous session quoted the coasting laws of the two countries in 
full. From time to time it is suggested that the coasting laws be abrogated to let the 
American tonnage come in and fight us on our own ground. Every year the Minister 
of Customs is bothered by telegrams of protest from us. If it could be made a recipro- 
cal abrogation, we might join in the tremendous traffic on the other side, coal up and 
ore down. As it is, we get what grain is dribbling through in the summer and in the 
fall, when all the grain is flowing from the West, the American tonnage has the oppor- 
tunity to raise further cut-throat competition. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Two or three years ago your association asked that it 
should come in. 


Mr. Kina, K.C.: We never asked that it should come in. 
Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Did Mr. Henderson not ask? 
Mr. Kine, K.C.: Mr. Henderson did not ask. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Did he not so report? 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: He did not so report. Mr. Armstrong is relying on his memory. 
Speaking from memory, I think it will be found that the Hon. Senator Richardson— 


_ Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Yes, Senator Richardson. 


Mr. Kina, K.C.: —did make the statement that the Marine Association asked for a 
suspension. The Marine Association did not ask for the suspension, never asked for 
the suspension, and has invariably protested against the suspension of the coasting 
laws. It happened that Mr. Richardson was a prominent member of the association. 
Mr. Richardson was a grain man first and a vessel man second, and, personally, he 
asked for the suspension. We had to take our medicine as best we could lying down; 
that is what happened. Mr. Richardson is now primarily a vessel man. We have 
invariably repeated since then our protests against such intervention. That is, perhaps, 
by the board a little bit. The point I was making at the time was that the vessel 
men in Canada are so handicapped in haying only a limited grain trade, poor in the 
summer and good in the autumn, when the American comes in and competes with him. 
Now it is suggested that there ought to be a control of these rates, and may I eall the 
committee’s attention to the fact that the suggestion set out in the Act is perhaps not 
clearly understood. The clause as it did read for a number of years, merely giving 
control over those boats which were operated over an arrangement with a railway, was 
not open to objection, but the amending part is the last four lines, and it is against 
that change that we are making our protest. (Reads) :— 


“and the provisions of this Act in respect of tolls, tariffs and joint tariffs shall, 
so far as deemed applicable by the Board, extend and apply to all freight traffic 
carried by any carrier by water from any port or place in Canada to any other 
port or place in Canada.” 


That is what we object to. 
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Mr. Nessitr: You note that the words there are, “as deemed applicable by the 
Board.” You are not willing, I understand, that the nee should say whether the 
rates should be applicable or not. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: I do not fear the Board very much, but an ounce of prevention 
is worth a pound of cure, and we do feel they should not be placed in the position of 
having control over our rights in that way. And why do we take that ground? 

Hon. Mr. Granam: You would fear them less if they had not the power ? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Oh, undoubtedly. 


Mr. Nessirr: What do you say as to the monopoly on the Great Lakes created by 
the buying out of a number of steamships. A year ago, I think it was, an organiza- 
tion ‘called the Canada Steamship Lines, bought up a number of vessels. Are you 
opposed to competition ? 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: Opposed to competition ? 
Mr. Nessitr: Yes. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: The question is asked in such a way that several answers might 
be given to it. As regards the amalgamation to which you refer, it does not by any 
means cover the whole field of lake traffic. There is active, and in some cases bitter, 
competition still, as botween some of the companies operating on the lakes. What the 
exact percentage of tonnage owned by the Canada Steamship Lines is, I do not know, 
but I hesitate to say that it is more than the majority of the tonnage. There are com- 
panies that may be operating under fairly close arrangement with the Canada Steam- 
ship Lines, that would bring up the percentage, but there are at the same time a large 
number of independent concerns that are operating in opposition, and the competition 
which has existed is one of the very things which the committee is seeking to avoid 
by passing this legislation which would undoubtedly drive out the small man and 
assist the company which was able to stand regulation by the Railway: Board. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: I understood you some time ago to state that the Dominion 
Marine Association represented practically all the boats operating on inland waters. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: And you represent them here to-day ? 

My. Kine, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Armstrrone, M.P.: You say that the Association has no understanding as 
regards the regulation of tolls or tariffs? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Absolutely none. I notice a smile on the interrogator’s face, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: I have reason to smile. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: If I may be permitted to forestall a remark which perhaps Mr. 
Armstrong intends to make on that point, I would say that as long ago as 1905 or 1906, 
when competition had reached such a cut-throat stage that there was not a living rate 
for the carriage of grain on the lakes, we did have a sort of agreement, and we actually 
got so far as the drawing up of schedules as to what the minimum rate should be. 
However, we burned our fingers, and representatives of the Government of Canada, if 
I may use the expression, pulled us up with a rather short turn, and from 1907 on the 
association has never dared to attempt anything of the kind, a scheme which by the 
way is entirely outside its constitution and which should never have been attempted, 
and there is not the slightest understanding of that kind now. You may take the 
evidence of Mr. Henderson or Senator Richardson on that very point, given in 1914. 
These gentlemen gave the most flat contradiction to the statement that anything of the 
kind existed, and I have no hesitation in saying that every gentleman that will follow 
me this morning will back up what I say in so far as the association is concerned. 


Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Have you any arrangement with the United States Marine 
Associations, or with any shipping organization in the country to the south? 
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Mr. Kine, K.C.: Absolutely none. 

Mr. ArMstrronc, M.P.: Not in any way? 

Mr. Kine: Absolutely none. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: And you never had any such arrangement? 

Mr. Kive, K.C.: We never had. I feel a little bit as though I were a criminal 
in the dock under this cross-examination. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Surely there is no harm in asking you questions. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: The gentleman is perfectly free to ask any question he wishes, 
in fact, I invite questions, so sure am I of my ground. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN: It is customary on occasions of this kind for members 
of the committee to put questions. 

Mr. Kina, K.C.: Quite so, sir, and I do not object to reasonable questions. Let 
me say that there is absolutely not a shadow, tittle or iota of basis for the suggestion 
which Mr. Armstrong has made. I say that fearlessly. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Do you eall yourselves common Carriers. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: We do not. As far as a bulk freighter is concerned, we say we 
ure not common carriers. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Then there are no common carriers on the inland lakes? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: I do not say that. What I say is that so far as the bulk 
freighter is concerned we are not common carriers. A common carrier, to give the 
legal definition, is supposed to take what is delivered on his dock and carry for the 
public in the ordinary way, as a railway does, and must not discriminate in his choice. 
But the man who lets the whole of his cargo space from port to port is not a common 
carrier, because he can say with perfect right and freedom: “I will not take your 
grain, I will take somebody else’s that I get one-eighth of a cent a bushel more for. I 
will not go to Colborne or Midland because of unloading conditions there. I 
would rather run my boat through to Montreal so that I can get a return cargo and 
a return freight.” He does that and nobody can say he is wrong, he is not a common 
carrier and cannot be ordered to do what he would not wish to do. 

Mr. ArMstronc, M.P.: What kind of a carrier would you call a man connected 
with the Canadian Marine Association ? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: The Association has common carriers among its membership 
as well as others. 

Mr, Armstrronc, M.P.: “Others” is very indefinite. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Well, I find it a little difficult to select the proper term to apply. 
I might say that in the Interstate Commerce Commission Act, the words used are 

“common carrier” and “carrier” and the Association, J may say, is made up of common 
carriers and carriers; further than that there are passenger Carriers, of course, because 
we have passenger boats, and they are a large factor. In the case of a common carrier 
perhaps the best definition I can give is by, if I may, referring again to the record of 
1914, with regard to that question: 


“Mr. Armstrong, apparently, doubts the contention that the bulk freighter 
is not a common carrier. May I submit the following definition from Hutchin- 
son on Carrier, Third edition, section 27 :— 

“A common carrier is one who undertakes as a business for hire or reward 
to carry from one place to another the goods of all persons who may apply 
for such carriage, provided the goods be of the kind which he professes to carry, 
and the person so applying will agree to have them carried under the lawful 
terms prescribed by the carrier; and who, if he refuses to carry such goods for 
those who are willing to comply with his terms becomes liable to an action by 
the aggrieved party for such refusal.” 


ay fas 
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That is a common carrier. That is a position that the boats do not oceupy except 
in so far as they are running upon a scheduled route in connection with the railways, 
and are bound to take what comes on their docks and carry it. 


“Tf goods are carried under a charter party giving to the hirer the whole 
pacer of the ship, the owner is not a common carrier, but a private carrier 
or hire.” 


Mr. Sryctam: What do you say to making the Act apply to the common carrier, 
and exclude the carrier? 

Mr. Kone, K.C.: I see no good reason for distinguishing between the common 
carrier and the carrier. But this is entirely a subsidiary branch of the case. I say 
that the Act as it stands at present is an Act which should remain in force, that is, 
that the boats that carry in connection with the railway companies should come 
definitely under the jurisdiction of the Board in accordance with the words of the 
statute, but when you go farther than that you go farther than is either necessary or 
desirable. In the United States, as I said, boats such as I have been speaking of are 
not under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission, and no longer ago 
than the 17th of May, 1917, I have a letter from the Secretary of the Lake Carriers 
Association, of the United States, who is a man who ought to know, as follows :— 


“ CLEVELAND, Ohio, May 17, 1917. 
“Mr. Francis Kine, 
Kingston, Ont. 


“Dear Sir,—Your telegram with reference to proposed Bill to place lake 
freight carriers under jurisdiction of the Canadian Railway Commission was 
duly received yesterday, and I have taken the matter up with Mr. Goulder. 

“There has not been any attempt as far as I know, to place the bulk 
freight carriers on the Great Lakes under the jurisdiction of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, but the package freight vessels operated in connection 
with the railway companies were included in the Interstate Commerce Act 
when that became a law. At that time it was proposed also to include the port 
to port traffic of the package freight vessels and Mr. Goulder was instrumental 
in having that feature eliminated from the Bill and was looking up the papers 
in connection therewith, which he has agreed to have in your hands prior to 
your regular meeting next Tuesday. 

“Yours very truly, 
(Sgd.) “GEO. A. MARR, 
“ Secretary. 


I understand that the port to port and bulk freight vessels are not included in the 
vessels that come under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
But returning again to the section under consideration, the proposal before the 
committee is that there shall be control by the Board over the tolls and tariffs of all 
carriers. Supposing that is merely control over the tolls and tariffs, let me tell you 
what the result of that will be. Supposing the Railway Board had jurisdiction and 
that Board says that such and such a boat should not carry from Fort William to 
Midland, or Port McNichol on the Georgian Bay, at a higher rate than 8 or 4 cents a 
bushel; what might the result be if that boat could get 5 cents a bushel to take the 
grain to Buffalo? She would take it there. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes, but if she loaded in Canada she would be under the 
jurisdiction of the Railway Board. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: The minister perhaps overlooks the fact that loading at Fort Wil- 
liam and Port Arthur is all right but we must not forget that there are other ports 
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from which western wheat is shipped, and that fact must be considered in dealing with 
this question. In the Canadian law is a prohibition that freight cannot be shipped 
from one point in Canada to another point in Canada except in British or Canadian 
bottoms and a similar provision exists in the laws in force on the other side, it must 
be in American bottoms from a point in the United States to another point in the 
United States, with this difference in their favour there that it must be remembered 
that they further provide “or over the whole or any part of the route,” so that with 
regard to the interchange of traffic between Canada and the United States, it may be 
over or upon the boats of both countries, and the boats will be able under this section as 
it stands to carry grain from Fort William to Buffalo, whether she belongs to one 
nation or another. 

Mr. Srvcuair: Your contention is that the operation of this section will be to 
send the grain via Buffalo. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: I can hardly say that but it is a fact that the shipper fixes the 
route and not the carrier, and that the grain now goes to Buffalo, 50 or 60 per cent 
of the grain that goes out of Fort William, goes to Buffalo. 


Mr. Neseirr: If that is the case, will not the Board have jurisdiction over the 
freight from Port Arthur to Buffalo? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: As to American boats? 

Mr. Neseirr: No, no; Canadian boats. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Most assuredly, but Parliament would never suggest legislation 
which would make the Canadian boat carry it at from one to two cents less than their 
American cousins are carrying it for. 

Mr. Nespirr: The Board would certainly not do any such thing. 


Mr. Kina, K.C.: But the legislation is supposed to have been designed for the 
purpose that might bring about that result. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It only gives jurisdiction to the Board on freight as between 
ports in Canada. 

Mr. Suvctam: It does not cover fe tolls on a ship carrying grain to Buffalo. 


Mr. Kina, K.C.: No, but the point I make is that,if the Board did control it that 
way, the natural tendency for the grain to go to Buffalo in order to reach the other 
side of the Atlantic would be tremendously increased. : 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The export from New York has been greater than it has 
been from Canadian ports. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: And the Government has, from time to time, considered the 
question of bringing tonnage to Montreal to help us out, and they have done wonders 
themselves in the way of providing shipping facilities at Montreal, but the trouble 
with these facilities has been that after a time the elevators at Montreal come to be 
used for storage purposes and the consequence has been that what grain goes to 
Montreal is only that which is left over when Buffalo is through. Montreal takes 
what it can hold, it takes what is left over as soon as Buffalo is filled. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: How is it that Canadian grain comes to Montreal from 
Buffalo 2 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: That is the result of circumstances the explanation of which I 
would rather you asked Senator Richardson to give, or some one like him who is 
thoroughly acquainted with all the details of the grain trade. There is very little 
goes straight from the head of the lakes to Montreal, except from Fort William. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes, there was a great deal went from the head ef the Lakes 
to Montreal, three years ago. 


; 


eh 
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Mr. Kine, K.C.: Yes, there was a line of boats which was going to develop that 
trade down there, the Wolvine, which were going to develop a line of trade from the 
head of the Lakes to Quebec; I do not know where those boats have gone to, they are 
not running now, it did not work out. 

Mr. Armstrona: Why is it that boats do not find it advantageous to carry grain 
to Montreal? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Because the Montreal elevators are filled and there is also insuff- 
cient outlet at that port for the ocean trade. I think you want to know further the 
reason why there are fewer vessels available at Montreal than at New York; it is 
because of the long haul up of the St. Lawrence. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think the insurance rates also have something to do with it. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: And the insurance rates also on the St. Lawrence route and 
there is another thing, the alleged ocean combine which, from time to time, as you 
know has absorbed any difference that we made in the tariff on the Lake route in an 
effort to hold the Lake trade to Canadian ports. 


Hon. Mr. Grawam: This argument has been laid before me time and time again 
that the conditions applying to navigation change so rapidly on the Great Lakes that 
it will be very hard work for the Board to control the rate. For example, here is the 
condition which arises on account of the change of facilities offering, by which the 
rate may change a cent a bushel, and it is very difficult for the Board to keep up with 
the changing conditions and control these rates; while in the case of railways there 
are only two conditions to be considered, summer conditions and winter conditions. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: I am very glad you called it to my mind. That is covered fully 
by what Mr. Henderson and Mr. Richardson said in 1914, and I would say that it 
would not only be dificult but absolutely impossible for the Railway Board to estab- 
lish a fair rate on the grain trade. If they go so far as to establish a maximum rate, 
beyond which we could not go, or a minimum rate, below which we could not go, they 
would be going a very long way, and would be handicapping us and driving the trade 
towards Buffalo. Rates are not made with any possibility of giving a week or a 
month’s notice before you raise or lower them. Things are done in ten seconds, as 
Mr. Henderson said the other day. It is the process of competition, and it is done by 
wire, telegram, telephone, long distance at all times, and they may change a dozen 
times in a day and they have to. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Similar conditions exist in the United States and they 
are under control. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: I differ absolutely with you as to their being under control. I 
suppose it is no use arguing, because we are not on sufiiciently common ground to 
argue the point. I feel convinced that I am right, and that they are not under 
control. I am asking the committee—perhaps I should do it at this stage—for leave 
to say something in reply, because we are trying to make a case without knowing what 
we arguing about. 

Mr: Armstrone, M.P.: I do not think there will be any objection to that. 

The Actinc Cuarrman: No. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: The argument I was following up when I answered some ques- 
tion, control purely of tolls and tariffs by the Railway Board, would be most objection- 
able, I do not mean not in the interests of the boats, because the Board would be fair, 
but not in the interest of trade and commerce in the country. It would increase the 
tendency to drive the grain out of the Canadian channel into a channel where it 
would run through Buffalo. Over 50 per cent of the grain from Fort William will 
run into Buffalo, and the Government is trying to keep the grain in Canadian 
vhannels. 

Mr. Stycuar: The ship would only go to Buffalo if the rate were higher. 
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Mr. Kine, K.C.: Yes. No, perhaps I am wrong in assenting to that. 

Mr. Stixctam: If the rate were attractive to the ship it would go that way. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: She may go there for a dozen other reasons. 

Mr. Stvctam: If there were a fixed rate that would be satisfactory to the shipper, 
why would that drive the trade away, unless the rate to Buffalo was higher? 

Mr. Kina, K.C.: Let me take it up again. The Grain Commission of Canada 
within the past year asked us certain questions, one ef which was, why do you ship 
so much grain by way of Buffalo rather than by Canadian ports; and the answer 
m a nutshell was this, “because the shipper sends it that way.” It is the shipper 
that says where it shall go, and we have to take it. The tendency has 
been to Buffalo by reason of the various conditions outside. Granting that 
tendency, suppose the rate is fixed by the Board to the bay, and suppose a more 
advantageous rate can be given to Buffalo—and that is a condition that 
will have to be faced—it will go without saying that that is an added 
argument for the grain going out by way of Buffalo, if it can be carried 
that way cheaper. If the boat can make a profit by going that way, it will 
that much more readily play into the hands of the shipper, and do what the shipper 
would wish to have done. The lake rate is:magnified in the minds of a great many 
people, as a tremendous rate in the carriage to the old country. Mr, Armstrong, 
speaking before the committee in 1914, quoted from the report of the Grain Markets 
Commission of the province of Saskatchewan, and he quoted a schedule showing the 
rate in 1913 on 1,000 bushels of grain to the old country was $346, and the proportion 
of that which was charged by the lake carrier was $20, 2 cents a bushel, a mere baga- 
telle in connection with the whole thing, and a fluctuation in that of a half or a quar- 
ter of an eighth of a cent a bushel might mean something to the carrier, and abso- 
lutely nothing to the through shipment. 

Mr. Nespitr: The through shipments must be cheaper via Buffalo. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Putting it on the basis of the cost, that is the main argument 
for it going that way. 

Mr. Granam: How do you deal with the insurance? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: We treat that as one of the elements of cost. That is covered by 
the element of cost. 

The CuHamrMAN: Which is the cheapest rate, via Buffalo to Liverpool or via 
Montreal to Liverpool? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: That varies from day to day. 

The CuatrMAN: Give us a general opinion. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: We have had a rate by the Canadian route, so far as it is con- 
trolled in Canada, down to within one, two or three cents of what it would be the other 
way, and it would still go by Buffalo time and again. We have found the change in 
the rate here did not affect the through routing of the grain, which was covered by 
larger conditions. 

Mr. Sica: What would the conditions be? The facilities of shipment from 
New York? 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Take the list which Mr. Armstrong quoted, I would like him to 
have in mind the infinite variety of things that would govern the rate. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Does the Erie Canal govern the rate very much? 

: Mr. Kine, K.C.: It is a controlling factor. Perhaps it is magnified to some extent 
in some of the arguments. It has limited capacity on account of the locks, but it does 
undoubtedly control the rail rate. Every water line does control the rail rate. That 
is part of my argument. 

Hon. Mr. Grawam: Does much tonnage go by the Erie Canal? 
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Mr. Kine, K.C.: I do not know the actual figures. The tendency is to avoid break- 
ing bulk as much as possible, and once the grain gets to Buffalo it may go either by 
rail or by water and when one says that the canal here and there governs the parallel- 
ing railway, what is meant is that by its mere existence, and by the ability to move the 
grain that way, the rate is affected. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: The fact that it is there and that the grain could go that way 
keeps down the rate. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Yes. Following up one question asked me just a moment ago, 
here are the arguments made use of by Mr. Armstrong as to the cost of carriage. 


“The country elevator owner— 

For receiving, weighing, elevating, cleaning, ete... .. ..$ 17 50 
The Railway ‘Company— 

For hauling from a shipping point in Saskatchewan to 


Fort William, a distance of 641 miles to 1,086 miles. . 120 00 
For hauling from a mie ae Tak pee or Port Colborne 
to Montreal. . ele ce FO ARC 42 50 


The Dominion ema 
For sampling and inspecting at Winnipeg, 50 cents per 
ear, for weighing at Fort William, 30 cents per car, 
for cargo inpection out of Fort William, 50 cents 
Herel OOOkbUsHels a atce cise. sess cc lee aro. sic ete 1 60 
The Commission Merchant— 
For selling wheat on Winnipeg Grain Exchange, one 
COMME DEERE UISHEl cnet ste. ty cose. cece usher aslo yares ie, se oe) 10 00 
The Exporter— 
The Terminal Elevator Owner— 
iorerecervines cleyatine’ GCs ciadae ss oe) so em wo ss < 50 
The Bank— 
Interest and exchange on money supplied to meet draft of 
shipper on commission merchant, interest on say $700 


HOTOMEMINIOTIG HN: tans che orereh volssiei sh apap. Valet siete ectshsn ier 3 80 
Exchange on say $700.. .. .. . Te 
Interest on money supplied to Senator s eames ihe 

exporting of the wheat on $1,000 say for two months. 10 85 


The Lake Steamship Company— 
For carrying wheat from Fort William to Port Arthur to 
Georgian Bay ports or Port Colborne... ........ 20 00 
The Ocean Steamship Company— 
For carrying wheat from Montreal to Capa. London 
or Glasgow... .. eee tt a 75 00” 
Of course these rates are faeient eo now. Then we 3 ese marine insurance. 
Interest while on Great Lakes for September-November 
shipments to lower lake ports, 7 per cent on $800.. $ 5 60 
Interest while on Atlantic, 4 per cent on $1,000.. .. .. 4 00 
Sundry charges— 
Interest against fire while in ese transfer elevators 


transfer of money from Europe to Canada, etc.. .. 10 00 
NMeakinowaineallys 220 o-) 2 o> . 546.00 


I have to some extent lost the thread of my argument, but I have endeavoured to 
point out that, having regard to the grain trade it would have no beneficial effect and 
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would work to the contrary and I wish to revert to what I have said at the outset, that 
it does seem to me that unless Parliament is convinced of an actual necessity or of a 
strong publie demand, it is not going to indulge in legislation so radical in character, 
particularly where it does not apply on the other side of the line, and where the 
public interests have expressed an opinion through the pronouncement of Boards of 
Trade and other institutions throughout the country, and where they are absolutely 
opposed to it. 

T want to file a list which I brought with me this morning, a partial list only, of 
telegrams and communications which we have in opposition to the legislation. I will 
read this and hand it in:— 

Quebee Board of Trade, Three Rivers Board of Trade, Montreal Board of Trade, 
Montreal Gorn Exchange, Kingston Board of Trade, Toronto Board of Trade, Windsor 
Board of Trade, Sarnia Board of Trade, Hamilton Board of Trade, Winnipeg Board 
of Trade, Ashdown Hardware Co., Winnipeg, Collingwood Shipbuilding Co., Ltd., 
Kingston Shipbuilding Co., Ltd., Port Arthur Shipbuilding Co., Ltd, Davidson & 
Smith Elevator, Fort William, Lake Port Elevator Company, Fort William, West- 
ern Salt Company, Mooretown, Dominion Sugar Company, Chatham, Dominion 
Glass Company, Wallaceburg; Canada Atlantic Grain Co., Ltd., Winnipeg, Gooder- 
ham, Melady & Co., Ltd., Winnipeg, Parrish & Heimbecker, Winnipeg, Baird & Bot- 
terell, Winnipeg, E. R. Wayland & Co., Winnipeg. : 

The last five mentioned are shippers of grain. There is a long list of other com- 
munications of which I have no particulars. May I also file a list of those present 
with me to-day in opposition :— 

A. A. Wright, President, Dominion Marine Association; Roy Wolvin, President, 
Montreal Transportation Company; W. E. Burke, Asst. Mgr., Canada Steamship 
Lines; L. A. W. Doherty, Traffic Manager, Canada Steamship Lines; J. E. Walsh, 
Transportation Manager, Canadian Manufacturers Association; Hon. H. W. Richard- 
son, Great Lakes Transportation Company, Fort William Elevator Company, Midland 
Elevator Company; D. J. Bourke, Great Lakes Transportation Company; R. H. Mc- 
Master, Montreal Board of Trade; W. S. Tilston, Montreal Corn Exchange, Montreal 
Board of Trade; J. T. Tebbutt, Three Rivers Board of Trade; W. R. Dunn, Inter- 


national Harvester Company; W. W. Near, Page, Hersey Iron & Tube Company; W. 
Henderson, Canada Salt Company. 


The Actinc CuairmMan: We had better hear all the testimony on one side first. 


Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: If we are going to get through to-day, it had better be 
shortened up. 

The Acting CHamman: The gentlemen wishing to speak will try and divide 
among themselves the ground that is to be covered. There is no use in going over 
the same ground half a dozen times, 


Mr. J. E. Watsu, Manager, Transportation Department, Canadian Manufacturers 
Association: There is not very much, gentlemen, that I have to add, except that when 
I appeared before the joint committee of the Senate and House of Commons—— 


The Acting CHAIRMAN: You are representing the Canadian Manufacturers 
Association. 


Mr. WatsH: Yes. 


Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: You do not mean to say that you represent the whole of the 
Canadian Manufacturers Association ? 


Mr. Watsu: That is my position, sir, manager of the transportation department 
of the Canadian Manufacturers Association. I might explain that we have nearly 
3,500 members in our association spread all over the Dominion of Canada, with bran- 
ches in the principal centres; and when My. Armstrong asked me the question if I 
represented the individual views of all the manufacturers, that would be a pretty diffi- 
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cult undertaking. Therefore I am only speaking for the majority I presume, there 
are members of the Canadian Manufacturers Association that are in favour of con- 
trol of the organized water carriers. But we have got to look upon this question in its 
broadest sense. Of two evils, we must necessarily choose the lesser. Therefore, as I 
say, I appear here to-day, as representing, as I understand it, the majority of the 
members of the Canadian Manufacturers Association. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: You are here officially, Mr. Walsh? 


Mr. Watsu: Yes, sir. We went on record fairly fully in 1914 on this question 
and again in 1915. We still think that it is not in the best interests of trade and 
commerce that port to port carriers should be placed under the control of the rail- 
way commissioners. We have every faith in the Railway Commission; we think it 
does good work. But there are reasons, as Mr. King has pointed out, against putting 
earriers by water under the control of the Board of Railway Commissioners. For 
one thing, it would destroy entirely the right to contract, the freedom of carriage. 
The waterways have been made free for the purpose of encouraging competition. We 
feel that this legislation as suggested would destroy to a very large extent that com- 
petition. I think we gave our reasons in 1914, and I would like that that evidence 
should be embodied in the record of to-day. 

The Hon. Mr. Graham has raised the question with regard to the movement of 
grain. We are indirectly interested in the question of the movement of grain. I 
simply want to quote from a letter received some time ago from the Railway Com- 
mission on this subject. The letter encloses an order made by the Board of Railway 
Commissioners in 1905 just to meet the conditions I have referred to. This has to do 
with the water carriers forming part of a continuous route, which is provided for in 
the present Bill, and to which we have no objection. The order reads :— 


In the matter of— 

The application of the Grand Trunk Railway Company and the Canadian 
Pacific Railway Company, hereinafter called “the Companies,” to the Board, 
under section 275 of the Railway Act, 1903, for permission to issue special 
rate notices in certain cases, without previous application to the Board, pre- 
scribing freight rates lower than the rates published in the Companies’ freight 
tariffs to Montreal applicable on traffic for export to trans-Atlantic ports, 
whenever, in consequence of lower ocean rates prevailing from the port of New 
York than from the port of Montreal, the companies find it necessary to reduce 
the rail rates to Montreal in order to equalize the through rates via Montreal, 
in the said certain cases, with those in effect for the time being via New York. 

Upon the report and recommendation of the Chief Traffic Officer of the 
Board. 


It is ordered: 

That the companies be, and are hereby, authorized to issue Special Rate 
Notices under the circumstances and conditions recited above; the said notices 
to bear the designating letter “ X,” and in addition to the rail rate from Montreal 
the ocean rate therefrom. 


It is further ordered: 

That a copy of each and every such Special Rate Notice shall be filed with 
the Board without delay, and shall show, for the information of the Board, the 
ocean rate from New York which has made the Special Rate Notice necessary, 
and the rail rate to Montreal which would have to be charged in the absence of 
such notice. 


This came up in connection with a complaint we had from a member of ours in 
Chicago who found’ that they had tc ¢25 the published tariff rate whereas by these mid- 
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night tariffs special rates were being issued from day to day in favour of their com- 
petitors. In a letter from the Chief Traffic Officer of the Commission, January 29, 
1915, the following explanation was given :— 


You will doubtless see the reasons for an arrangement which exempts the 
rail carriers from publication of these competitive rates, which, if published and 
posted, would undoubtedly be used by the independent water competitors as their 
maximum bases. The primary object was the protection of Canadian routes 
against unregulated competition. 


That is the story to-day. It is a question of protecting the Canadian interests 
against the unregulated carrier in the United States to-day. We have only to refer to 
the canal statistics reportyfor last year to find that 57-99 per cent of Canadian wheat 
shipped eastward by water for 1916 went to Buffalo. In other words, a total of 107,279,- 
977 bushels out of 185,003,667 bushels. I venture to say that the majority of that was 
carried in United States bottoms. 

The Acting Cuamman: Can you say at this point what the effect of that volume 
of grain going by Buffalo would be when the new Welland canal is completed ? 

Mr. Watsu: I think that Mr. King has answered that very fully. It is all gov- 
erned largely, I think, by the ocean tonnage. Buffalo has advantages, and always will 
have advantages, in that it has all the year round ports. There is no question about 
that. Buffalo grain is always moved via Buffalo, and, I think, will always continue to 
move that way. 

Mr, Armstrona, M.P.: I understood your great objection to be in 1914 that United 
States vessels were not under any control. 

Mr. Watsu: Yes. 


Mr. Armstronec, M.P.: If it is proved to your satisfaction that United States 
vessels are under control to-day you would have no objection to proceeding with this 
clause? 

Mr. Watsu: May I ask if you have in mind the Shipping Board that was recently 
appointed in the United States? 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Yes, that is what I have in mind. 

Mr. Wats: The Act which you refer to gives the Board control over operations. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Yes, control in every way. 

Mr. Watsu: But as I interpret that Act it does not contemplate any control over 
rates. The primary object of the Act, and it has only been given effect to at the 
present time, is to control ocean transportation. It is not brought into force in any 
shape or form with respect to inland transportation. In addition to that it applies 
only to Inter-State traffic and in no way to Intra-State traffic. 

Mr. Armsrrone, M.P.: I think I can satisfy you in that regard. 

Mr. Watsu: If the Act were brought into effect on the Great Lakes, I do not 
think it would have any effect so far as we are concerned or that it would really have 
any control on Lake shipping. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Would you be willing to allow the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners to have a control similar to that of the United States Board? 

Mr. Watsu: From my reading of the Act I do not think I would agree to our 
shipping being controlled in that way. I think the conditions are entirely dissimilar 
in that respect. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: That has been your whole argument for years past. 

Mr. WatsH: My argument has been against any interference at all with the water- 


ways. We say they have been made free to the people of Canada for the purpose of 
affording some kind of competition, and I think that if you place these carriers under 
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the control of the Board of Railway Commissioners you are going to kill initiative to 
a very considerable extent and wipe out the smaller carrier. 

Mr, Armstrone, M.P.: You do not pretend to represent Eastbound traffic. You 

are representing Westbound traffic here to-day, are you not? 

Mr. Watsu: Of course we are manufacturers, but indirectly we are interested in 
eastbound traffic. 

Mr. ArmstronG, M.P.: If the Board did not interfere with a chartered ship you 
would not object, would you? 

Mr. WatsH: Well, I do not know about that. You are distinguishing between 
what Mr. King called the common carrier, and the private carrier. I have not given 
any thought to that phase of the question. I have simply taken the legislation as 
suggested here and am speaking in regard to that. 

Hon. Mr. Grawam: I suppose, Mr. Walsh, as a matter of fact, Westbound freight 
or Eastbound freight depends for its rate to a large extent on the return cargo. 

Mr. WatsH: Unquestionably. ; 

Hon. Mr. Granam: If you have a cargo going West you can get a cheaper rate if 
the vessel is assured a return cargo. 

Mr. Wats: Take the movement of coal from Lake Erie ports to the head of the 
Great Lakes. In normal times coal is carried anywhere from 25 to 30 cents a ton, 
and that is largely by reason of the Eastbound load. 

Mr. Stnciair: Can you quote the clause in the Act of Congress that refers to 
lake traffic? 

Mr. WatsH: Do you mean the Act itself creating a federal shipping board ? 

The Actine CHaIRMAN: Have you a copy of that Act? 

Mr. WatsH: No, I have not got a copy. The organization in question is a board 
which has been recently appointed in the United States, and is known as the United 
States Shipping Board. 

Mr. Srivxciam: Can you quote from the Act any clause which refers to lake traftle? 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: I will give you full particulars. I have a copy of the Act. 

Mr. Srvciair: When was it passed? 

Mr. WatsH: The Act was approved September 7, 1916. It is largely for the pur- 
pose of governing an appropriation of 50 million dollars voted by Congress for the 
encouragement of shipping generally. I will read a clause from a memorandum in 
my possession explaining the nature of the various sections (reads) :— 


“ Sections 5 to 13, inclusive, contain provisions relating to the construc- 
tion, purchase or lease of vessels, the transfer of vessels from the War and 
Navy Department to the Board when suitable for commercial uses; the power 
of the Board to charter, lease or sell any vessel to any person or Citizen of the 
United States; also for the registry, enrollment and license of vessels; also 
authorizing the president to take possession of any such vessel for naval or 
military purposes when, in his judgment, the circumstances permit; for the 
creation by the Board of one or more corporations to acquire and operate mer- 
chant vessels; also an appropriation of $50,000,000 for carrying out the pro- 
visions of the Act.” 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: I understand you to say that only refers to inter-state 
traffic. 

Mr. WatsH: Yes, sir, it only applies to inter-state traffic. Ocean transportation 
was the primary object of this legislation according to my interpretation, but it was 
also intended and does apply to inter-state traffic. 
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Mr. Armstrona, M.P.: Those are the two objects, in your opinion? 

Mr. Wausu: Yes. The Act does not apply to traffic within a State. 

Mr. Nessirr: I would like to hear Senator Richardson, he can give us the cold 
hard facts of this question. 

Hon. Mr. RicHarpson: I would prefer to wait until you have heard from the 
Montreal Board of Trade. 

Mr. Ross H. McMaster: (Representing the Montreal Board of Trade). On April 
28 we addressed a letter to Mr. Robidoux, clerk of the Railway Committee, setting 
forth the views of the Board and stating (reads) :— 


“The council is of opinion that it is inadvisable to apply the provisions 
of the Railway Act in respect of tolls, tariffs and joimt tariffs on freight traffic 
carried by water between ports in Canada. 

“There are a great many reasons why the council considers this inadvisable, 


the chief being a strong belief that the jurisdiction of the Board of Railway - 


Commissioners would tend to limit competition between the water carriers 
themselves, which in turn would tend to decrease the competition between water 
carriers and the railways. Montreal is located on a waterway reaching some 
thousand miles from the Atlantic and some thousand miles further inland to 
Fort William, and it is essentially to the advantage of Montreal merchants that 
there should be no restriction to competition between the water carriers them- 
selves or between the water carriers and the railways.” 


That part of the letter, insofar as it refers to this section of the Bill, has been sent 
in to the committee, and to save your time, which appears desirable owing to the delay 
in commencing this morning, I would like to ask your permission to insert in the record 
of this hearing statements made by two prominent members of our Board at the hearing 
in 1914. The Montreal Board of Trade at that time was represented by Mr. Johnston 
and Mr. McFee. 

The Acting CHamMaANn: State the effect of it. 


Mr. McMaster: Mr. McFee, with respect to the export of grain from the port of 
Montreal, pointed out that at that early period (May 28) there had already been 30 
tramps chartered to leave the port. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: For overseas? 

Mr. McMaster: For export shipping. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We are not interfering with that at all, this applies only to 
inland traffic. 

Mr. McMaster: The whole question is bound up together, as I understand it, the 
inland rate, and the ocean rate, the whole cost of transportation from one market to 
another must be taken into consideration. Mr. McFee went on to point out the cost 
of carrying grain. 


Mr. Nespirt: Your Board of Trade is opposed to it, that is what I understand. 

Mr. McMaster: We are opposed to it, and if it is not wise to go into all these 
details, and to take up the time of the committee in doing so, perhaps I ean dispense 
with reading further from the record of 1914 which the committee has before it. 

The Cuamman: It will form part of the record. 

Mr. McMaster: Then Sir George Drummond appeared before the committee and 
spoke in regard to the project pointing out that the position of Montreal at the head of 


ocean navigation, and also at the foot of the inland water routes, would be very seriously 
jeopardized by any rate control. He said:— 


“T would make my argument in a very brief way on these two general prin- 
ciples. Firstly, that the commercial community is satisfied with what they have 
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now, and they see no reason for a change. I do not want to elaborate that. I 
am stating it as a fact, and I believe I am justified in doing so. Then secondly 
the fact that having competition by water is of enormous importance to Mont- 
real, the practical effect of that is that it extends the water front of Montreal as 
far west as Fort William. That fact is recognized by the railways, because in the 
fall, as soon as the water competition is withdrawn the rates immediately go up.” 


In speaking to-day on the question we find that there is absolutely no difference 
in the situation, and that there is, at the present time, no precedent that would justify 
the consideration of the question as applying to the Caradian traffic. The only ques- 
tion is in regard to the control of late carriers working in conjunction with the railroads 
on the lake and rail routes. The reason why that should be so is perfectly obvious. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Have you given any consideration to the rules and regu- 
lations governing the United States shipping lines? : 

Mr. McMaster: I have not heard anything which indicated that there is any 
legislation in the United States which regulates the shipping lines, and if there is I 
would like to hear it. There are some gentlemen here who can clear that up right away, 
and I think that point had better be settled now, as it has come up several times. , 

Hon. Mr. Ricuarpson: I operate on both sides of the line, and there is no restric- 
tion whatever as to rates for boats on the other side. 

Mr. McMaster: I have put down here briefly my views upon the proposition to 
place the lake carriers under the control of the Railway Commission (reads) :— 


ee APPLICATION TO PLACE LAKE CARRIERS UNDER CONTROL OF 
RAILWAY COMMISSION. 


“ OBJECTIONS. 


“There is apparently no precedent elsewhere in support of the project, except 
insofar as lake carriers owned by railway companies where the Board establishes 
differentials against all rail traffic. 

“Control by the Railway Commission of all steamship and water rates will be 
unjust to the shippers and receivers of freight as well as unfair to the carriers. Rela- 
tive rates as compared with rail rates must be based upon some differential which can 
be determined accurately and intelligently. It does not seem possible that this can 
be done as the units engaged in water transportation vary in respect to carrying capa- 
city, speed, cost of operation, time for loading and unloading, and it would be unwise 
to hamper the ability of a modern cargo steamer to obtain traffic, by establishing rates 
in keeping with the costs of unsuitable steamers less economical to operate. 

“This question is not one of rate control, but it is a fundamental consideration 
involved in the operation of plants or businesses, whose establishment or successful 
operation in their respective localities is primarily based upon possibility of obtaining 
cheap water transportation, and whose ability to compete under controlled rates would 
be absolutely jeopardized. ‘Cargo rates on many basic and essential commodities such 
as wheat, oats, flax seed, coal, ore, cement, lumber, pig iron, oil, sugar, chemicals, pulp- 
wood and innumerable semi-finished and finished goods must move at minimum 
uncontrolled rates unless the whole fabric of trade and commerce affecting agricul- 
tural, manufacturing and trading interests, is to be upset. 

“Routes differ, local conditions differ, terminal facilities differ, time of loading 
and unloading varies according to the steamer, commodity and package, and in so 
many respects other factors upon which rates would be established, vary that a proper 
determination of rates is an impossible proposal. The position of the consumer and 
of the manufacturer would be affected to their detriment through inability to make 
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charter rates on specially favourable traffic and on large quantities, and the position 
of the Canadian receiver and shipper of freight would be placed at a serious disad- 
vantage in comparison with the advantages available to shippers and receivers of 
freight in the States. 

“There is no control over American carriers, therefore, facilities here would 
vary in accordance with the conditions obtaining in the States, and free competition 
would be eliminated, so far as Canadian trade is concerned a serious handicap would 
be placed upon all concerned, and the Canadian public would be unable to obtain 
proper advantages it should derive from the expenditures which have been made by 
the Government for the development of our waterways and canal system. : 

“There is no justification for the elimination of water competitive rates, they 
should be free to all, just as the waters are open and free, and there should be perfect 
freedom in respect to the rates which can be named. 

“As far as we are particularly concerned, it would place this company at a very 
serious disadvantage owing to the ability of American competition to obtain special 
rates and charter on cargo lots, and we know of rates of 34 cents to 33 cents per 100 
pounds having been made on steel products from Chicago to the head of the lakes, 
in comparison with the usual rate of about 10 cents. We are bringing down six or 
seven hundred thousand tons of ore in a season, and would be at a serious disadvantage 
if we were unable to obtain what is known as a lower lake port rate in competition 
with American mills. Certain large interests like the United States Steel Corpora- 
tion own their own steamers, thereby enabling them to obtain water freight at cost, 
and in Canada steamers are owned by the Dominion Iron and Steel Company, who 
are thereby enabled to control their own rates of freight from Sydney to the head of 
the lakes. 

“This same company can also ship iron and steel products in cargo lots from 
Sydney via Panama to British Columbia coast points, and it would be a distinct 
handicap that special rates should not be obtainable against this competition or in 
competition with American rates via New York and the Panama which fluctuate 
from time to time. In controlling water rates on navigable water with outlets to the 
sea the entire question becomes involved immediately with world-wide rates and com- 
petition from all sources. It would be an impossible position that boats looking for 
return cargoes on any route should be handicapped by restrictions which affect eco- 
nomical operation and prevent a saving to the ultimate consumer. In seeking iron 
and steel orders the question of freight rate transportation cost is frequently a decid- 
ing factor in determining whether the business can be obtained or held in Canada, 
and anything restricting ability to use facilities of water transportation would be 
tantamount to preventing the proper development of business in this country, and 
would affect the position of the workmen of this country. 


“Viewed from all standpoints there appears no feasible or workable plan, nor 


does there appear any good reason for any action in the matter. 

Speaking now, I might say, representing the Steel Company of Canada, who have 
plants at several points in this vicinity, one particular plant, that at Hamilton, would 
be particularly at a disadvantage if they were unable to be in the same position as 
American mills are to obtain as advantageous rates on ore coming from the north 
of Lake Superior to our plant at Hamilton, and if we are further unable to take 
advantage of current rates which are made every season, and which change in accord- 
ance with the conditions, we would, in such case, be at a disadvantage in meeting the 
competition from the American mills selling in this country. We want to be in a 
position to take matters up with the transportation interests with the object of obtain- 
ing the best rates possible in order to enable us to meet competition. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The idea will not be to prevent a lowering of the rates, but 
to provide a check on the raising of rates, because Mr. King has told us there is a 


an 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 537 
APPENDIX No. 2 


scarcity of ships and that rates have been raised a great deal in consequence, whereas 
if there had been lots of ships the rates would not have been raised. 


Mr. McMaster: That question will take care of itself; these waters are free; it 
only needs the investment in one, two or three steamers to enable a man to take part 
in that traffic, and if the rates are so promising and remunerative men will be willing 
to invest their capital in that enterprise; the traffic is open to anybody to take part 
arielite 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The statement has been made that they have doubled their 
rates. Now the railways have not been able to double their rates, although the cost 
of operating the railways has increased just as much as the cost of operating the 
steamers. 


Mr. McMaster: As I understand it, this question does not involve the cost of 
operating railways but the condition :— 


“And the provisions of this Act in respect to tolls, tariffs and joint-tariffs 
shall, so far as deemed applicable by the Board, extend and apply to all freight 
traffic carried by any carrier by water from any port or place in Canada to any 
other port or place in Canada.” 


Now that does not involve any consideration of the cost of operation by the railroad or 
by the steamship company. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But I say the statement has been made here that on account 
of the scarcity of ships rates have been doubled. Now I maintain that the cost of 
operating the ships has not increased in any greater proportion than the cost of 
operating the railways, and the railways are not permitted to raise their rates, 
although it costs them a great deal more to operate. 


Mr. McMaster: They, of course, would not be able to raise their rates above the 
rates of the railroads, they must provide a proper differential below the railroad rates, 
in order to get the traffic. I do not see that the question hinges in any way, upon the 
question of cost, the question is whether we shall put the boats under the control of the 
Railway Commission in respect to tolls and tariffs. 


Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: We have heard about the scarcity in shipping, there is a 
similar scarcity of cars on the railway. 


Mr. McMaster: I have not mentioned the scarcity of shipping; it was the Minister 
mentioned that. For instance we compete for the Western business with the Steel 
interests in Sydney who have their own steamers, and can ship their product in bulk 
direct from Sydney to the head of the lakes, landing their goods there, at the cost of 
carriage. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But you have the same privilege. 

Mr. McMaster: I know we have, but you could not control a carrier who was a 
seller at the same time. The United States Steel Corporation operate their own boats 
to the head of the lakes. They control their rates and you would have no control 
over them. Take the shipment of products from Montreal or Hamilton via Panama 
canal, you would be there entering into the question of ocean rates, which would 
apply from New York to the Pacific coast, and those have changed and fluctuated 
from time to time, according to the situation as it is affected by world-wide tonnage. 
This memorandum further states :— 


“Tn controlling water rates on navigable waters with outlets to the sea, 
the entire question becomes involved immediately with worldwide rates and 
competition from all sourees. It would be an impossible position that boats 
looking for return cargoes*on any route should be handicapped by restrictions 
which affect economical operation and prevent a saving to the ultimate con- 
sumer. In seeking iron and steel orders the question of freight rate transpor- 
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tation cost is frequently a deciding factor in determining whether the business 
can be obtained or held in Canada, and anything restricting ability to use facili- 
ties of water transportation would be tantamount to preventing the proper 
development of business in this country, and would affect the position of -the 
workmen in this country.” 


Mr. Tilston will speak for the Montreal Corn Exchange. 

Mr. W. S. Titston: J am representing both the Montreal Board of Trade and 
the Montreal Corn Exchange, but as Mr. McMaster has explained the position of the 
Montreal Board of Trade, I will speak for the Corn Exchange. That association is 
composed of prominent men in Montreal, local dealers and exporters, and their views 
are expressed in a very short resolution which reads as follows :— 


“The local and exporting grain interests are most strongly opposed to any 
regulation or control of the inland water rates which would result, as we are 
confident the present proposal would if adopted, in the elimination of competi- 
tion among water carriers and consequently in the removal of a check on rail 
rates. 

“Enforced uniformity of water rates would undoubtedly tend to concen- 
trate the water borne business in the hands of the larger companies. and would 
drive the smaller companies, whose irregular service and lack of equipment 
would not entitle them to the standard rates, out of business. Another very 
serious objection to the proposed regulation of water rates is that United States 
vessels, being entirely free of regulation, could at all times underbid the Cana- 
dian boats for the grain carrying trade, they being free to carry Canadian 
grain from Canadian ports to American ports and any grain from American 
ports to Canadian ports without limitation as to rate or service. 

“Tn so far as the grain trade of Canada is concerned, it is the unanimous 
opinion of the grain merchants here that the adoption of the proposed legisla- 
tion would militate most seriously against the interests both of producers and 
shippers, and this association therefore strongly urges the amendment of the 
draft Railway Act by the elimination of the clause proposing to regulate and 
control the tariffs of water carriers.” 


There is not the slightest doubt that the water routes do compete with the rail- 
ways and influence the railway rates, and Mr. Bosworth, the vice president of the 
Canadian Pacific Railway, in giving testimony in the Western Rates case said, “The 
Canadian Pacific Railway does not make any rates east of Fort William; the rates 
are made for us by the water carriers.” The proposal to put the rates of the water 
carriers under the jurisdiction of the Commission means, in the first place, that they 
would have to file a tariff for any traffic they carried before they could call it a toll, 
that if there were an increase in the rate they would have to give thirty days’ notice 
before it could be put into force, and if there were a reduction they would have to 
give four days notice before they could reduce it. With those provisions it seems to 
me the water carriers would be very careful to make the rates high enough, so that 
if they were called to task for unreasonableness or discrimination, or to explain why 
they did not apply the long or short haul clause, there would be plenty of room to 
get under it. JI am very strong in the belief that any control by the Board of the 
rates of the water carriers would limit the competition with the water. carriers, and 
would limit competition in the rates by rail and water. : 

Mr. Nessirr: Why do you say it would tend to destroy the small carrier? 


Mr. Tirston: That was in connection with the grain business. There are, as 
you know, large modern grain boats, and small old-fashioned grain boats? 


Mr. Nespitt: Yes. 
Mr. Titston: The insurance on the small boats is higher. 
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Mr. Nespirr: You take it for granted the Railway Board would fix such a low 
rate that it would drive them out of business? 


Mr. Titston: I do not know what the Board would do. It says that the regula- 
tions as applied to railways shall apply to boats in so far as the Board deems applic- 
able. Nobody knows what that means. We know we can make arrangements with 
the boat lines and do the best we can. I am speaking now for the Corn Exchange. 


Mr. Sincuam: The cheaper the rate the more you are pleased? 

Mr. Tuston: Certainly. 

Mr. Srycuam: And you think this interference would make you pay more for the 
service ? 

Mr. Titston: Both by water and by rail. It would not only stiffen up the water 
rate but the rail rate. 


Hon. Mr. Ricwarpson: There has been an impression here that the Americans 
have a rate to cover boats and rail carriage. That is altogether wrong. They take 
any rate they can get. I am the owner of American bottoms, and I charge $1 a ton or 
perhaps $1.25, whatever I can get, and there is no regulation. The larger boat can 
carry cheaper than the smaller. Many men in the trade cannot afford to charter a 
boat that would carry 350,000 bushels and of course you can see the larger boat can 
carry at a cheaper rate than the small boat. These boats are built for special trades. 
There are some ports that a large boat does not want to go to, and there are other ports 
that the small boat can do much better than the large boat. ‘There is absolutely nothing 
in the grain trade if you buy and sell and take your freight and everything else at the 
same moment. You cannot get a profit. It is the flexibility of the trade that makes 
a profit possible. There is the exchange charge. There is the chance of getting a slight 
reduction in the freight. There is the chance of the market, and all these things added 
together make it possible for the grain man to sell in Europe and buy in Winnipeg. 
There would not be any margin with hard and fast rules. I do not think there is a 
grain man in existence to-day who can really buy and sell and take his freight and 
everything else at the same moment and have a margin of profit that would be 
satisfactory. 


Mr. Nespirr: As a matter of fact, when he gets an order or request for a certain 
shipment for a certain tonnage of grain, what does he do? 


Hon. Mr. Ricnarpson: J am offered grain for July shipment, the new crop in the 
United States. An important calculation comes in: what will be the probable rate of 
freight in July? How early will the harvest be? What quantity of grain will there be 
to move? That is what makes the freight rate, supply and demand. If there is more 
grain to move than there are boats to move it, the price goes up: if there is less grain 
to move than there are boats to carry it, the ratesgo down. Itisa matter of speculation 
in every one of these fields. Very little May grain or June grain is offered. ‘The seller 
says: “I will offer my grain for July,” and you offer for July, because the European 
buyer has to figure ahead. He buys July grain, and you figure what your July rate is. 
That is flexible. The one who makes the lowest offer in Europe—and there are a 
hundred offering there every night by cable in normal times—one wants shipment by 
Buffalo, another by Montreal, another by Buffalo and New York, another by Buffalo 
and Baltimore—all these things are figured out, and the man figuring the cheapest rate 
is the man who gets the business. There is no favouritism. You must be the lowest 
or cheapest man, or you cannot deal. 

The Acting CHamMAN: That is already provided for. That is in the old law, 
everybody is satisfied with that. It is about the inland question we are considering. 

Hon. Mr. Ricuarpson: I do not see how it is possible to consider it. There are 
times in the year when a boat can make good time, particularly in the summer time. 
She can make three round trips then, when in the fall she can only make two. A. rate 
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may be a fair paying rate in the summer time, perhaps in the spring. But suppose 
there came on a late harvest, as we have been having in the West, like last year for 
instance: suppose grain began to pour in in November and the first half of December, 
and you had a low rate of freight suitable for summer, and the weather got very 
boisterous and cold, what do these boats do? They tie up, and they leave your grain in 
Fort William, and leave the banks to carry that crop until next spring. Boats won’t 
run unless they make money. You cannot fix a flat rate. 

Then, again, the water is free to anybody. You can load a Norwegian boat at 
Fort William and deliver its cargo in Norway or England. And there will be lots of 
Norwegian boats coming to Fort William after the war. You cannot have any juris- 
diction over that boat. An American boat can come to Fort William and load to 
Buffalo. You have no jurisdiction over that boat. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurang: Why not? 

Hon. Mr. RtcHarpson: What the Government is trying to do is to encourage the 
puilding of ships to take the place of ships that have been submarined, not to put any 
restrictions or difficulties in the way of shipowners, but to encourage them every way 
they can to reproduce the ships that have been lost. By putting a Bill like that on the 
statutes, you simply put a cold blanket on the shipbuilders of the Great Lakes, nothing 
surer. I thank you, gentlemen. 

e Bs Aotina Cuamman: Is there any one else desiring to be heard on the marine 
side? 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Can we not meet this afternoon at four o’clock in the 
Railway Committee room and have this matter threshed out? I move that the com- 
mittee do so. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: I was going to say it would be only fair to those who have come 
long distances to have another session to-day, and to be given an opportunity to 
answer the arguments advanced against us. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I do not see any objection to the proposal to meet at four 
o'clock. 


Motion agreed to. 


Committee took recess. 


The committee resumed at 4 o’clock, p.m. 


The CHamman: We will resume where we left off at one o’clock. Is there any- 
body here, in addition to those whom we heard this morning who desire to be heard 
in opposition to the latter part of section 358. 

Mr. Francis Kine, K.C.: There are a number here who would like to be heard, 
some would prefer to address the committee after hearing what is advanced in favour 
of the section as it stands, but there are some others who would like to be heard now. 

The Actine CHamrman: I think it was the pleasure of the committee that a reason- 
able time should be given to these gentlemen for a reply after the argument of those 
in favour of the clause has been put in. 

Mr. Kane, K.C.: Mr. Roy Wolvin would like to be heard now. 

Mr. Roy M. Wotvin: President of the Montreal Transportation Company: I 
would first like to answer a question which Mr. Cochrane asked-~this morning. He 
asked why it was so much grain going from Duluth and Chicago to Buffalo. The 
reason is that practically all the grain that is being shipped on the lakes to-day is being 
shipped by the Imperial Government. 


Hon. Mr. Cocnraye:I was referring to the shipments of two or three years ago. 
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Mr. Wotvin: The matters that we were discussing this morning were with regard 
to the important bearing which the time taken in loading and discharging at the eleva- 
tor and the water facilities of the ports have on the transportation of grain. It must be 
borne in mind that these charters are made a long time ahead, most of them, three, 
four or five months ahead and in making those charters at that time the vessel man 
who is making his rate will figure out a rate at which he would get a profit, taking into 
consideration the number of days his vessel would be employed under that charter. 
He is not a common carrier. He has no regular route between ports and does not come 
under the definition of a common carrier under the Shipping Bill, but he figures how 
many days a certain trip will consume. All he has to sell is the time of his ship. A 
certain piece of work will take him ten days, and he knows he can do it for so much, 
and if it is going to take fifteen days, he knows it will cost that much more money. 
He is simply selling the time of the ship, the same as a man sells any commodity. The 
bulk freight carrier on the lakes is absolutely a tramp steamer which is not a common 
earrier. A great many of those boats are constructed so that they are better fitted to 
the carriage of iron ore and coal. A large company will build a boat knowing they 
have profitable business to take care of it. That boat would come under the Railway 
Commission, under the provisions of this Bill. Instead of being used for private 
purposes, it will be used for public purposes. With regard to unloading ore and coal 
from vessels, some of them can unload for three or four cents a ton for labour, while 
in the case of some boats it costs 20 cents. The same thing applies to the carriage 
of grain. The boat that will carry 380,000 bushels of grain can carry at a much less 
rate than a boat that carries a smaller quantity of grain. Still the large boat could not 
render the same service as the little boat. A shipper may have a small shipment of 
grain, and he must have a special boat to carry it. Another man with two million 
bushels of No. 2 Northern can use any large boat for his shipment. Certain firms 
require small boats, and others want large boats. It will be a difficult matter to say 
what will be a proper maximum rate and a proper minimum rate. The great difficult 
would be to say where you should start from to get that point of departure. In con- 
sidering this question of grain, which seems to be the important matter, I would like 
to say that the grain and ore which a Canadian boat could carry does not amount to 
more than ten per cent of the total lake business. When you are dealing with that 
ship, you must remember that the boat only has available ten per cent of that business. 
I venture to say that seven per cent of the total is competitive with American vessels 
which would not and cannot be controlled by our Commission. So that out of 100 per 
cent of the lake traffic, only three per cent is purely Canadian business. That three 
per cent is almost all grain. What you are legislating about is really three per cent 
of the lake movement and possibly 30 per cent of the business that is usually carried 
by Canadian vessels. 

The question came up as to how and why the rate was increased. I do not think 
rates have gone up. I think they have gone down. The vessel is not receiving the same 
proportionate price of grain at the seaboard as she was in 1914, when War was declared. 

The farmer probably is receiving three times as much with a small increase in 
the cost of operation. The boat has an increase of 75 per cent in the cost of operation 
to-day, with probably twice the freight rate. 

The rate on grain is controlled by the American vessel. The surplus is the thing 
that makes the rate. If we have a big crop here, and- an exportable surplus cf 80 
million bushels, it is the price on the 80 million bushels that makes the price on the 
crop. To-day we have surplus Canadian tonnage carrying grain to Buffalo. When 
business is very poor, and our Canadian boats lie up in the summer time, the American 
boats work along steadily with their ore and coal. Then, when September arrives, 
the American boats come along, having carried their ore, and carry ovr grain at 14 
cents a bushel and make a profit. The American business has increased now, and 
they are getting some big rates on the other side, so they do not cer their boats to 
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carry our grain. I will make the statement that yesterday we offered boat space from 
Port Arthur and Fort William to Georgian Bay at 14 cents less than the rate to 
Buffalo. We can send that same Canadian boat to Buffalo on the rate the American 
boats are making. We are, you see, limited on the kind of purely Canadian business 
we Can carry. 

Mr. Armsrrone, M.P.: Is it not a fact that the Globe, for instance, on May 14 
said that the grain shippers were paying 64 cents to Buffalo? 

_ Mr. Wotvin: Yes, they might be paying 64 cents in the morning and 4 cents in 
the afternoon. An owner must know conditions, and he has to get in under cover in 
time when conditions change. ' 

Mr. Armsrrone, M.P.: How is it that between the 8th and 10th of May, with lots 
of ice in the upper lakes, you were only receiving as low as 44 cents? 

Mr, Wotvin; The American boats were making their first trips on the lakes; 
possibly 250 vessels would come in for ore at the same time. The machinery of ore 
shipping had not reached smooth-running shape. There is always a surplus of boats 
on the first trip. They start them out, and put the surplus in for grain, thus taking 
eare of our grain rush. They had this one trip free for grain; they got up to the 
Soo, and got stuck in the ice. They were anxious to get at their contract work. They 
lost two or three weeks of actual operation due to ice. These people had contracts 
that they figured would take all their boat capacity on the American side. They 
would carry coal and ore alone. Practically this business is done in Cleveland, with 
shippers who feed them in the poor seasons. Some firms carry only one cargo of 
wheat in the season. The man who gets the boat space is the fellow who calls you 
up on the telephone and says: What is such a boat to do next; and being able to keep 
you supplied with cargoes at all times, gets every preference. He is the one who is 
able to pay you all the time, and he gets your boat. They are paying $1.50 a ton on 
ore for boats to work continuously from now until the first day of September. This 
will pay the boats better than 6 cents, and that is why the rate is up. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Is is customary to put it up when the ice risk is on? 

Mr. Wotvin: As soon as the shipper must have a boat. That is the beauty of 
this tramp business. When the shipper needs the boat badly he will, and can, pay to 
get her. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Your companies are receiving just so much more. There 
is no limit to what you can demand from these shippers. 

Mr. Wotvin: We are limited by the American boat as to what we can demand. 
We are asking less by a cent and a half? 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: When the American boats were in competition with you 
on the 8th and 9th of May, you offered a much lower rate than you are offering to-day 
from Superior to Buffalo. 

Mr. Wotvin: That is the American rate, sir. That is not a Canadian rate. No 
such rate has been paid on a Canadian boat this year. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: It was stated in the Globe. 

Mr. Worvix: That is incorrect. No Canadian boat has received 5? cents this 
year. 

Mr. Nesgirr: What have they received? 

Mr. Worvin: They have started at 43 cents, and they have received as high as 
five cents. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: Here is the Globe report of May 10. It says: Cleveland, 
May 7, 53 to 5, 44 for June; 5} for second trip. On May 15, the Globe reported 
Cleveland, May 14, grain shippers were bidding 6} to Buffalo. 

Mr. Worvin: When you undertake to regulate what is in the Cleveland Plain 
Dealer you are dealing with conditions in the United States, not with conditions here. 
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Mr. Kine: That is the rate from Lake Superior. 


; Mr. Wotvin: It is American business that is referred to in that paper and that 
is the place where the rates for Canada with respect to the movement of grain, are 
made. Now, if you adopt any changes in the law whereby you expose our Canadian 
boats to any hindrance at all in fixing their tariffs, you are going to put them at a 
terrible disadvantage as compared with American vessels. Over 60 per cent of our 
grain shipments are going to Buffalo. At present Canadian vessels are carrying grain 
to Buffalo. There are at present Canadian vessels with a million bushels en route to 
Buffalo, because they cannot take it to Canadian ports. The rate to-day on grain 
shipped from Fort William to New York, via Buffalo, is 12-6 cents per bushel, whereas 
the rate to Montreal is 10-1 cents, or a difference of 2} cents per bushel. 


Mr. Nessirr: Why does that grain not go via Montreal? 


Mr. Wotvin: That point has been brought up a great many times, it is because 
we have not ocean facilities enough from Montreal; we should have twice and three 
times the facilities that exist there. This year we have a peculiar condition. I was 
of opinion we would have ocean vessels for all the shipments we could carry there, 
due to the fact that the Imperial Government took over all the tonnage but something 
prevented the realization of that expectation. A great many of the vessels that should 
be on the St. Lawrence go to New York to load munitions. There is no reason, how- 
ever, why there should not be a larger movement through the port of Montreal, because 
we have the boats on the Upper Lakes to carry the shipments to that port. 

Let me tell you that the Canadian vessels have been built by private enterprise 
and private capital, and when a man undertakes to build a ship he has to see a pretty 
good profit ahead or he will not go into it. Since the war broke out over one-third 
of our inland fleet has gone to help out ocean tonnage. The vessels so diverted will 
not return to us, but there are still sufficient vessels on the Upper Lakes to take care 
of all the shipments offering for Montreal. 

A big company like the Hamilton Steel and Wire Company will not feel free to 
build boats to carry their own ore and coal unless they are at liberty to do it without 
being hampered by unreasonable restrictions. As a private individual I would hesi- 
tate to do so myself. I would rather prefer to build in United States, where there 
is a big steady trade without interference. Rather than impose fresh handicaps it is 
up to us to see whether we cannot get a little more freedom. 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: In what way do you figure out you could get more freedom 
than you have at present. 


Mr. Wotyin: There are a whole lot of privileges which American vessels enjoy 
and that we do not. I could enumerate a good many things in their favour if you 
only had the time to listen to me. For one thing, I would put a duty on the freight 
that comes into Canada, which would ensure a steady traffic for our vessels during 
the whole season and not merely in the spring and fall. I would suggest putting a 
duty amounting to 2% cents a ton on coal entering Canada for Port Arthur and Fort 
William on American vessels. This would mean that Canadian vessels would carry 
this large freight instead of it being carried mainly as it is by American ships. Taking 
it all in all, American vessels enjoy far more protection than we do. A Canadian 
vessel cannot be transferred to the United States to engage coastwise traffic. Formerly 
if Canadians were in need of more vessels they could purchase them in the United 
States, pay the duty and bring them into Canada, but now the exportation of ships 
from the United States has been prohibited. Our vessel owners have no such large 
volume of steady business as have vessel owners in the neighbouring republic. We 
have to take our chances with the business that offers in the spring and fall. The 
war beginning as it did in 1914 still further placed Canadian vessels at a great dis- 
advantage, and it was not until the month afterwards that a great many of them 
turned a screw. They were laid up. Bearing in mind the limited period during 
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which business is available for Canadian vessels and considering what their owners 
have to meet in the way of insurance and fixed charges, even tke imposition of a duty 
of two cents a ton on freight from the United States will be of material assistance. 


Profitable traffic on the Canadian lakes depends upon so many conditions that 
have to be met the moment they arise, that such control and regulation as is proposed 
in the Bill will be an unsurmountable obstacle. 

Mr. Armsrronc, M.P.: Then from what you say the vessel owners in the United 
States must be in a serious position. 

Mr. Wotvin: No, sir, not by any means. They have never undertaken in any 
way to regulate this traffic over there. The Bill to which you allude was passed in 
September, and since that time many contracts for ships have been made with the 
ore people, in fact as a broker I have closed ten-year contracts without any one ques- 
tioning for a moment that they had not the right to enter into such contracts. 


The Acting Cuairman: We will now have the pleasure of hearing from a gentle- 
man from Three Rivers. 

Mr. J. T. Tessurt: I represent the, Board of Trade of Three Rivers, and also 
the Board of Trade of Quebee on the present occasion. The Three Rivers Board of 
Trade want to know, “ Who asked for this interference with present conditions,” but 
no one can answer the question. I was present this morning and the only gentleman 
I heard in its favour was. Mr. Armstrong. I, as a manufacturer, have a strong per- 
sonal interest in this matter, and I feel that I am representing the people. For 30 
years I have been interested in manufacture at Montreal and. Three Rivers, and I 
know almost every town in the Dominion. I have sold goods in those towns and from 
my general knowledge I do not think there is a Board of Trade, a manufacturer, or 
a retailer of any kind in the Dominion who wants any interference with the present 
steamboat rates. Why, we can get much better rates from steamboats than we can 
get from any railroad. 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Have you a special rate? 


Mr. TessuTr: Any manufacturer can get special rates. The question was asked 
this morning if there has been a big increase of rates. That is not my experience, I 
am paying the same rates that I paid in 1910 and 1912. 


My. Armstronc, M.P.: But you say you have a special rate. 


Mr. Tessurt: Yes, but other manufacturers enjoy it also, it is not confined to 
me alone. Now take the Wayagamac Pulp and Paper Company, the biggest sulphite 
mill in Canada, take the Canadian Iron Foundries, the Dominion Casket Company 
and the Wabasso Cotton Company and other industries we have at Three Rivers, and 
there is not one of them wants any interference with the existing rates. But if you 
put these rates under the control of the Railway Board we would not get the rate we 
enjoy to-day. Look at what has been done as to the matter of rates since the railways 
have been put under the Railway Board. The Railway Committee has done splendid 
work in the past. Who has asked that the control of these rates should pass from them 
to the Railway Board? The people ought to be represented here before this Bill goes 
through, we are paying the Dominion of Canada to legislate for us. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: We think we are representing the people. 

Mr. Tessutr: You are not in this matter. 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: You told us you are receiving special rates from these 
people. ; : 
Mr. Tessurr: I did not. I say that we are receiving a rate which is lower than I 
could get from the railway company. No sooner do the steamboats begin to run than 
we get from 20 to 30 telegrams from our customers, I ship all over the Dominion 
from Halifax to Vancouver, asking us to ship by boat. It is not the shippers who 
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govern that, it is the people who are buying, they are the people who settle that in our 
business and I presume it is the same with the grain trade. I have never seen such 
a strong feeling aroused by anything since I have been on the Board of Trade of Three 
Rivers as in this and Quebec is feeling just as strongly as we are. Why should the 
change be made, can you tell us? You are attempting to do something that no other 
Government has ever done, as far as my knowledge goes, and I have some little know- 
ledge in regard to transportation. I have sold goods all over the British Isles as well 
as in Canada, and shipped them. 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: You are, apparently, perfectly satisfied with the present 
condition of affairs? 


Mr. Tressutt: Perfectly, and I do not think you can give us as good conditions 
as we have to-day if this Bill is put through. I can get as good rates from the boats 
as from the railways, ahd the moment we get the chance our consumers are asking 
us to ship their goods by lake and rail. I think you are raising a hornet’s nest for the 
present Dominion Government by trying to pass this legislation. For some of the 


_ lower ports, from Quebee down, you cannot ship anything by rail; how are you going 


to get goods to the lower ports on the Saguenay, some ports in Nova Scotia and New 
Brunswick, unless you ship by water; they have no competition; these boats that run 
down there are a great blessing. There is no other way of getting their stuff; take 
Charlottetown, we have to wait until the boats run in order to ship our stuff, and it is 
the same with regard to a great many other places. There are no railroads going in 
to some of the places along the routes of these steamers. If you put the steamship 
companies under the Railway Board, there will be regulations with regard to rates, 
there must necessarily be regulations, to-day there are none, we have absolute freedom 
of trade. If you once put it under the Board if I want to ship my stuff by steamer 
the company would have to go to the Board before it could give me a lower rate. 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: The company should not object to going before the Board 
if it could get a higher rate. 


Mr. Tessutt: I have nothing to do with that, I am representing the people, I 
consider, and the Board of Trade of Three Rivers and Quebec. I am a shipper and 
Tam a manufacturer, and I cannot see where you can help, as far as the manufacturers 
of the Dominion are concerned, by this legislation. 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: If by putting these men under the Board of Railway 
Commissioners they are enabled to increase their rates, then surely these gentlemen 
are not very wise in opposing the adoption of this section. 

Mr. Trssutt: To some extent, perhaps they are not, but I think these gentle- 
men, from what I gathered this morning, prefer freedom of trade. By reason of the 
fact, however, that in Great Britain, which is the home of shipping, they have never 
attempted to legislate for rating either on the railroad or on the boats 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: They have control there to-day. 


Mr. Tessutr: This is war-time, but they never had it before. You can ship from 
Neweastle-on-Tyne, any time you want it, a cargo of steel billets and you make your 
own rate with the railway people, without any interference whatever by the Govern- 
ment. I do not believe that the Government can do any good at all in the way of 
regulation of rates on boats under this section if it passes, because now we have a lot 
of small boats, which carry about 100 tons of freight, running from Montreal all the 
way down the gulf, and the port along that coast would get the benefit of the low 
rate at which those boats carry freight. They give a low rate, a few cents a hundred 
pounds; there are many of these independent boats. If the Canada Steamship 
Company which is the old Richelieu and Ontario Navigation Company had, increased 
their rates, I would not be here to-day to oppose this section, I would say, “ Put them 
under the Railway Board.” But they have not done so. 
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Mr. Armstrone: They have raised rates on wheat coming from the West. 

Mr. Tepsurt: Slightly. ‘ 

Mr. Armstrona: Slightly? <A cent a bushel. 

Mr. Tressutr: One cent a bushel. I heard this morning the statement made 
that it cost the railway companies more to operate than it formerly did, and I do not 
think it is any different with the Canada Steamship Company or any other company 
than it is with the railway; it costs more to run boats now than it did formerly just 
the same as it costs more to run trains. In my own small village it costs more, twenty- 
five per cent more, to operate than it formerly did, and I think under the circum- 
stances the steamship companies have a right to a small percentage of profit out of 
the increased price of grain. I have been in the West, and I did not find there was 
a very strong kick about rates there; with regard to the freight on boats, there was 
some years ago a strong kick against the Canadian Pacific Railway, that was before 
the Canadian Northern and the Grand Trunk Pacific were built, but I do not think 
that kick was quite justified because the Canadian Pacific Railway have done a great 
deal for the West by developing it and building it up. 

Mr. A. A. Wricur, President of the Dominion Marine Association: Mr. Chair- 
man, I will try to be as brief as possible, but there seems to be some misapprehension 
as to this Bill. Sometimes I have been under the impression that Mr. Armstrong 
wants it as a war measure on account of war conditions, but the Bill as it is drawn 
would apply for all time to come, and it is absolutely unfair to take rates which all 
over the world have been run up on account of war conditions and fix on that as a 
ground for attempting to interfere with lake traffic and the freedom of contract. As 
far as the grain rates are concerned, Mr. Wolvin has gone into them very fully, but 
I do not know whether he made it quite clear to the committee that it would not 
make any difference to the Canadian farmer if the grain were carried 
by the lake vessels from Fort William to Montreal for nothing. The port of 
Montreal is closed for at least five months in the year, and when the 
grain buyer is figuring at what rate he will pay the farmer for the grain he 
has to keep in mind first of all what the grain is selling for in Europe and what 
the amount he has to pay for freight rates is going tobe. He figures the cost of getting 
his grain from the West to the seaboard, and thence to the European market, and he 
subtracts that, and all other expenses which he is under from the sale-price in 
Europe, making allowance for a fair profit upon the business in order to tell what 
price he should pay the farmer in the West. There is only one route open all the 
year round, and he has to fix a price for the grain which covers the cost of getting it 
to the market. Any reduction in the grain rates goes into the pocket of the man who 
sells the grain; if he can get cheap ocean rates he gets the benefit of it. There is 
absolutely no value to the country at large in any reduction that there may be in the 
grain rates between Fort William and any Canadian port for the reason that the 
proportion of the grain going that way is a very small percentage of the total amount. 
It is seldom that more than half the grain from Fort William to the seaboard goes to 
a Canadian port; the bulk of it will go to Buffalo because when the shipper gets it to 
Buffalo he has the choice of ocean tonnage from a number of Atlantic ports, from 
Newport News, Philadelphia, New York, Boston or Portland. On the other hand 
when you bring it to Montreal you are tied up to shipments from Montreal, or else 
you have to reload it again and send it to Portland. No country in the world has 
ever attempted to regulate bulk freight rates. Great Britain has been the greatest 
shipping country in the world, and her wealth has been very largely gathered because 
she has seized the opportunity to make it easy and profitable for men to operate ships 
under the British flag. As to this Bill that Mr. Armstrong is quoting, and which he 
says has been productive of good, the United States Government control over Lake 
rates was brought in because under foolish legislation, the United States flag had 
been driven from the ocean, and the United States Government brought in that bill with 
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the object of bringing that flag back on the ocean if they could find a way of doing it. 
When it comes to attempt to regulate bulk freight boats, there is such a variety of 
traffic and such different conditions in different ports, that it is a difficult proposition. 
At Port Colborne there is an elevator which will unload a large steamer in ten hours, 
and if you fix a rate per hour which would be fair for that boat, it would be unfair 
in other cases. At Port Stanley they have a small elevator which will only unload 
2,500 bushels per hour, whereas at Port Colborne they could probably unload 100,000 
bushels per hour. How can you regulate that? If you take a large steamer into 
Collingwood, she would be there a week before she was unloaded, and the shipper says 
“There is the rate, you have to carry my grain at that rate.” That is confiscating a 
man’s property. How can a man succeed in business, if he is going to be subject to 
an arrangement and regulation that takes no notice of the different kinds of traffic. 
There was a time when there was any amount of coarse produce which could not be 
moved at the standard rates, but a man is sometimes able to make a sale of his produce 
and convert it into money, if he can go toa manand make a bargain with him, and say 
“T can afford to pay you so much to move that; will you take it?” That man will 
look at the other end, and perhaps find a cargo there which he can take back, and he 
will say “ Yes, I will take your lumber or ore, or whatever it is, at that rate.” You 
are absolutely going to make it impossible to interest men in this business and it will 
be impossible to do business. Here is a condition that may arise. Ocean rates out 
of New York may become very low, and there is a certain fixed rate by Georgian Bay 
by rail to Montreal and out of Montreal, and the American can cut it say to two cents, 
and the shipper wires to the Canadian owner and says “I want the cargo to go by 
Montreal.” Instead of answering in five minutes, he has to wait to get permission 
of the Board, who cannot be cognizant of the conditions. 

I think I have said enough to let you know that this question should be left alone. 
Some of the witnesses have said package freight boats should be controlled. The 
minute you attempt to regulate the rate on package freight you put the small boats 
out of business. A man has to take a cargo of salt, or apples or anything else he can 
get, and he is looking round for business and is not running on a regular route. You 
ask why grain came from Chicago to Montreal. That is mainly corn, and they prefer 
the Canadian route because it is colder than going down through the southern district, 
and it is usually booked ahead when rates are low at Montreal, which bring it that 
way. 

Mr. Sinciair: J am not sure that I understand Mr. Walsh correctly, but I think 
he said that there was one branch of the Manufacturers’ Association that did not 
agree with the view he took, and, if so, I would like to know about it. 


Mr. Watsu: I do not know of any branch of the Manufacturers’ Association 
that is opposed to it. J said that in a large association such as ours it would be impos- 
sible to harmonize the views of every individual member. There might be some who 
favoured this legislation. 


Mr. Smunciair: There is no one here representing the Manufacturers’ Association 
but yourself ? 

Mr. WatsH: No. There is a number of our members here. 

The Acting CHaiRMAN: You have not consulted with the smaller manufacturers? 

Mr. WatsH: My instructions are from the executive committee. 

Hon. Mr. Ricuarpson: I think there is a misapprehension. The shipper of the 
goods does not say how they shall be shipped. The western houses stipulate how these 
goods are to be sent every time. If there is any advantage, the consumer gets it and 
not the manufacturer. Do not be in error in that respect, and do not imagine that 


because the big shipper gets the contract with the boat that he gets any advantage at 
all. It is the man who receives the goods gets the advantage. If this measure became 
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law, you would have to insert rates for different sized boats and for different elevators, 
and you would have te provide for elevators that are full and for delays. Very often 
the rates are determined by the length of time occupied in discharging, the crowding 
of the elevator, and so on. It seems to me the committee is attempting to do something 
that is impossible. 


Mr. W. R. Dunn: I represent the International Harvester Company. I appeared 
before the committee in 1914, and my views are set ont in the report of proceedings, so 
that what I say will be repetition. However, I want to say that as this 
Dominion protest is very broad, coming from all interests apparently and the arguments 
that have been put forward by the gentlemen in connection with the eastbound traffic 
have been so clear—and I hope very effective—showing exactly what we will-be up 
against if this legislation goes through, I will speak about the shipper in the west. 

Now, we are fairly large shippers by water to the west, and we have always, of 
course obliged the lake lines. We are not shippers by any means. That business has 
extended over the last ten or twelve years. Since this legislation has come up, it has 
frightened us very much, and we would decidedly oppose any change in our water 
conditions or regulations that will bring our boats under what might possibly be the 
same condition that exists with the privately owned railway. That is really what is in 
front of us if it comes on. The waterways as we see them are free. We located our 
Canadian manufacturing plants with that in view. We have no boats of our own, but 
there is nothing to prevent our having them unless this legislation is enacted, which 
will promptly tie us up. I cannot see how we could possibly be a competitor on the 
water even if our business were large enough to do so. I have not yet heard any of 
the redeeming points in favour of this legislation whatever they may be. 

It seems to me also that it would make a joint rail and water condition that would 
be very drastic indeed. For instance, boats under private ownership or, say, for 
instance, our own ownership, if we saw fit to put them in service, could never meet 
with any tariff conditions as far as railroads are concerned. We would be tied up 
completely. We have to issue a tariff, but the railway might refuse to be a party to 
this tariff consequently we would be without terminals and other facilities at the head 
of the Jakes. 

Furthermore, if we should have the privilege of picking out our neighbour’s stuff 
during the slack season, we would either have to tie our boats up or beg railroad 
facilities if they would permit us to do it. 


As it stands now we have the privilege of going out and getting independents at 
any time we want. We want the same facilities that the Canadian Pacific Railway 
steamers have at the other terminals, and we want to retain that privilege if we pos- 
sibly can. I do not see how we can. 


a a Armstronc, M.P.: Did you receive special rates for your shipments to the 
Vest ? 


Mr. Dunn: Our rates are regulated to a great extent. 


Mr. Armsrronc, M.P.: The ordinary shipper could not expect to receive rates 
like you do. 


Mr. Dunn: If he has the volume, he could. 


Mr. Armsrronc, M.P.: The small shipper could not possibly receive the same 
rates. 


Mr. Dunn: We ship in a great many instances, we have certain contracts, I ad- 
mit, that cover certain classes of traffic; and then we have to fall right in with the 
regular tariff on other classes of traffic. On all our L.C.L. stuff we pay the same 
rates as any one else. If we are able to charter a boat, and give it 50, 80 or 100 cars, 
as the case may be, the volume does naturally regulate that rate to a certain extent. 


=< = 
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Myr. Kine, K.C.: That question can be answered in a word by Mr. Bourke, man- 


ager of the Great Lakes Transportation Co. The same rate applies irrespective of 
the quantity. 


Mr. Bourke: Mr. Armstrong has asked that question. We, for instance, are prac- 
tically a transportation organization, although we run a package freight service. 
Every rate we make, irrespective of the size of the shipment, whether half a cargo, 
one carload or ten carloads, irrespective of who the shipper is, everybody gets that 
rate in common. As good business men we naturally find it pays us to do it. We 
cannot have a paper manufacturer in Windsor charged a higher rate than the one 


next door to him. Of course, when we do make changes from season to season every- 
body gets them. 


Mr. Dunn: I was just wondering, Mr. Chairman, what the Harbour Boards that 
we have at Toronto and Hamilton are striving for at the present time in-establishing 
free wharves and other facilities, for this legislation is simply going to eliminate all 
our steamships. That is the way it looks to me. I cannot see anything else for it. 
Of course, all these docks and water facilities are now being put in by means of 
government moneys. We feel that they were put in there for a purpose, and that was 
simply to keep competition free upon waterways. 


The Acting CHARMAN: We have heard from the Toronto Harbour Commissioners. 
Mr. Dunn: On that score? 


The Acting Cuairman: Yes. Is there anything further? 


Myr. Kine, K.C.: Reference was made this afternoon to the protest of Boards of 
Trade. I read this morning a list of Boards of Trade who have protested. I would 
like to fyle their protests. 


It was ordered that the documents not already in the records be printed. 


The Acting Cuairman: I think everybody has been heard on the antj-side who | 
desires to be heard. Those who are supporting this Bill will now be heard. Before 
that is done, I want to read a telegram that has just been handed me by the Secre- 
tary. ‘It has been the custom to read telegrams during the sessions of the committee. 


Toronto, Ont., May 22, 1917. 
Mr. N. Rosinovux, 
Clerk, Railways Committee, 


House of Commons, Ottawa, Ont. 


In view of the present conditions and the uncertainty as to the effect it 
will have upon the vessel carrying and ship-building interests, I consider it 
in the best interests of the country that no action be taken at the present time 
towards bringing the Canadian steamship traffic under the control of the 
Railway Commission. 


dio Jet. GODLALI TE 
President, Polson Iron Works, Ltd. 
The Acting Cramman: Is there any gentleman present who desires to support 
this legislation ? 


Mr. Armstrong, M.P.: Two gentlemen were here this morning from St. 
Catharines, but they had to leave this afternoon. 


The Acting CHairmAN: Is there anybody, besides Mr. Armstrong, who desires 
to be heard now? 
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Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: There were two gentlemen here this morning from St. 7 
Catharines, who strongly supported the measure. I have a communication from them 


which I will hand in. Mr. McKenzie, the Secretary of the Grain Growers’ Association i 
of the West was here on Friday last, and was most anxious to support the section in " 
question in every way that he could. Several other people have written to me that : 
they are most anxious to oppose this legislation. 

Mr. Kiva, K.C.: I do not wish to interrupt the honourable member, but I would 


like to ask if the gentlemen to whom he refers are coming back at a later date? 


The Acting Cuaiman: The Committee will regulate its conduct as occasion 
arises. 


Mr. Armsrrone, M.P.: I have handed in these communications, and I will also 
file certain other letters, as did Mr. King this morning. Now, in making my statement 
to the Committee, I will be as brief as I can. In the session of 1913-14, two days 
were occupied in the House of Commons in discussing this very subject, when the 
members from the Northwest strongly objected to the rates that were then being 
charged for grain and other freight coming East. Since that time the rates have 
increased very materially and there is still better reason than there was at that time 
that some legislation be enacted to bring those rates under control. The Grain 
Growers’ Grain Company of the West has presented strong petitions which I will ask 
to have placed in the record. United Farmers of Alberta have also strongly supported 
this legislation. The Saskatchewan Grain Growers’ Commission after investigating, 
some years ago, the rates in the West, placed their views on record in the blue book 
and I will hand those views in to be also embodied in the record of these proceedings. 
Furthermore, the fruit growers of the Niagara District and of Western Ontario, as 
well as the fruit growers in British Columbia, have addressed communications to me ‘a 
supporting the position taken by the Railway Committee and the passage of the 
clause under discussion. The Vegetable Growers’ Association also support the pas- 
sage of the section. J have been in touch with a number of small shippers who also 
strongly favour the enactment of the section. Lake vessels, passing as they do the 
small ports, ignore the small shippers, and there seems to be no control over them 
whatever at present. If you take Sarnia and Windsor, along with other small ports 
on our Jakes and rivers, you can readily understand the position in which the small 
shippers are placed. 

A couple of years ago a deputation from Western Ontario asked for the construc- 
tion of retaining walls along the River St. Claire, because of the fact that there is no 
limitation of the speed at which vessels shall run. On the United States side vessels 
are under strict regulation as regards speed. On the Canadian side vessels go at such i 
speed that the docks and piers and embankments along the river are washed down 
and even bridges are interfered with. No such condition prevails on the United 
States side of the river, owing to the enforcement of regulations limiting the rate of 
speed. : 


Mr. kine, K.C.: There is nothing in the section of the Bill under consideration 
which deals with such matters. The Bill relates to tolls and tariffs. I agree that these 
should be regulated where there is any risk, and in the United States the matter 
is regulated under the War department. But there is nothing of the kind in this 
Bill. 


Mr. Armstrona, M.P.: The people who are sufferers in Canada from the absence 
of any limitation of speed believe that the matter should be brought under the Rail- 
way Board and that if such action is taken the Board will enforce proper regulations. 

We have listened to the gentlemen who are representing here the large shippers 
and the Marine Association in regard to the discrimination in rates. These gentlemen 
under the conditions as they exist to-day, and under the favourable terms they enjoy, 
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are opposing the enactment of any regulation. But the Railway Commissioners believe 
it is quite feasible for them to undertake the operation of the provision in question in 
such a way that it will not bear too harshly on the shipping interests or on the producer 
and the consumer. The representatives of the shipping interests claim they are not 
common carriers, and they seemed unable to-day to definitely define to the committee 
just what kind of carriers they are. If these interests were under the control of the 
Railway Commission the Board would soon find out that they are in reality common 
carriers and should be so named. 


Mr. Walsh said this morning that it was a question of unregulated competition in 
the United States. Now, I happen to have a copy of the Act passed by the United 
States for the regulation of shipping. 

Hon, Mr. Granam: You refer to the Federal Bill on the subject. 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: Yes. On March 15, 1917, I wrote as follows to the 
Private Secretary of President Wilson: (reads) 


Dear Sir,—I understand that President Wilson. appointed a Federal 
Shipping Board, whose duty it will be to investigate shipping conditions and 
regulate and fix rates and water transportation. Also organized a fifty million 
dollar company whose duty it will be to obtain ships, for the purpose of estab- 
lishing a Government owned Merchant Marine. 

I understand that Mr. Bernard N. Baker, one of your Congressmen, is 
attached to the Board. 

As a member of the Canadian Dominion Parliament I respectfully ask that 
you be good enough to forward me a copy of this measure, and any information 
of a public nature that you may have in regard to same. 

Thanking you for any consideration you may give this matter, I am, 


Yours sincerely, 


(Sgd.) J. E. ARMSTRONG: 


In reply to my application I received the following letter from William Denman, 
who is Chairman of the United States Shipping Board at Washington. (reads) 


Unirep States Suiprine Boarp, 


Wasuincron, May 29, 1917. 
Hon. J. E. ARMSTRONG, 
c/o House of Commons, 
Ottawa, Canada. 


Dear Sir:—Your letter of March 15th, 1917, addressed to the Secretary to 
the President, has been referred to the Shipping Board for reply. In accordance 
with your request, there is enclosed a copy of the Act of Congress approved 
September 7th, 1916, together with a copy of Shipping Board Circular No. 1, 
setting forth a proclamation of the President, dated February 5th, 1917. We 
trust that these documents contain the information you desire. 


Very truly yours, 
(Sgd) WILLIAM DENMAN, 


> Chairman. 
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T have before me a copy of the proclamation issued by the President, which is as 
follows: (Reads) 


Emercency IN Water TRANSPORTATION OF THE UniTED STATES. 


1917 
Suieerna Board Circutar 
No. 1 


Unitep States Suiprrnc Boarp, 
Wasuincton, February 6, 1917. 


To shipowners and others concerned in vessels registered or enrolled or licensed 
under the laws of the United States, and all officers of the United 
States, charged with execution of the laws thereof: 


The following proclamation of emergency in water transportation of the 
United States is published for the information and guidance of all concerned. 


[Emergency in Water Transportation of the United States.] 


By tue Present or THE Unitep States of AMERICA: 


A PROCLAMATION. 


Whereas, Congress did by “An Act to establish a United States Shipping 
Board for the purpose of encouraging, developing, and creating a naval auxil- 
iary and naval reserve and a merchant marine to meet the requirements of 
the United States with its Territories and possessions and with foreign 
countries; to regulate carriers by water engaged in the foreign and interstate 
commerce of the United States; and for other purposes,” approved September 
7, 1916, provide that “during any national emergency the existence of which 
is declared by proclamation of the President, no vessel registered or enrolled 
and licensed under the laws of the United States shall, without the approval 
of the Board, be sold, leased, or chartered to any person not a citizen of the 
United States, or transferred to a foreign registry or flag”; 

And Whereas, many shipowners of the United States are permitting their 
ships to pass to alien registers and to foreign trades in which we do not parti- 
cipate, and from which they can not be bought back to serve the needs of our 
water-borne commerce without the permission of governments of foreign 
nations; 

Now, Therefore, I, Wooprow Witson, President of the United States of 
America, acting under and by virtue of the authority conferred in me by said 
Act of Congress, do hereby declare and proclaim that I have found that there 
exists a national emergency arising from the insufficiency of maritime tonnage 
to carry the products of the farms, forests, mines, and manufacturing industries 
of the United States to their consumers abroad and within the United States, 
and I do hereby admonish all citizens of the United States and every person 
to abstain from every violation of the provisions of said Act of Congress, and 
I do hereby warn them that all violations of such provisions will be rigorously 
prosecuted, and I do hereby enjoin upon all officers of the United States, 
charged with the execution of the laws thereof, the utmost diligence in pre- 
venting violations of said Act, and this my proclamation issued thereunder, 
and in bringing to trial and punishment any offenders against the same. 

Ix Witness WuereoF, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the seal of 
the United States to be affixed. 
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Done at the City of Washington this 5th day of February in the year of 
our Lord one thousand nine hundred and seventeen and of the Independence 
of the United States of America the one hundred and forty-first. 


[SEAL. | Wooprow WItson. 


By the President: 
Rosert Lansina, 
Secretary of State. 


The text of the law referred to in the Proclamation is contained in Section 
9, paragraphs three and four, of the Shipping Act, approved September 7, 1916, 
and is as follows: 

“<* * * during any national emergency the existence of which is 
declared by proclamation of the President, no vessel registered or enrolled ° 
and licensed under the laws of the United States shall, without the approval 
of the Board, be sold, leased, or chartered to any person not a citizen of the 
United States, or transferred to a foreign registry or flag. * * *” 

“Any vessel sold, chartered, leased, transferred, or operated in violation 
of this section shall be forfeited to the United States, and whoever violates 
any provision of this section shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and subject to 
a fine of not more than $5,000 or to imprisonment of not more than five years, 
or both such fine and imprisonment.” 

Attention of shipowners, agents, charterers, and others interested is 
directed to the fact that under the President’s proclamation, all officers of the 
United States charged with the execution of the laws thereof, are requested to 
observe the foregoing proclamation and to see that its provisions are enforced 
so far as their respective duties are concerned, and all officials and employees 
of the United States are requested to report promptly through their respective 
departments any violations of the proclamation coming within their knowledge. 


Unitep States Suipprnc Boarp, 


Wittum DENMAN, 
Chairman. 


Joun A. DoNALp, 
J. B. WHITE, 


THEODORE BRENT, 
Commissioners. 


This (producing document) is a copy of the United States shipping Act—Public, 
No. 260, 64th Congress. 


“An Act to establish a United States Shipping Board for the purpose of 
encouraging, developing and creating a naval auxiliary and naval reserve, and a 
merchant marine to meet the requirements of the commerce of the United States 
within its territories and possession, and with foreign countries; to regulate 
carriers by water engaged in the foreign and interstate commerce of the United 
States; and for other purposes.” 

The interpretation is there given 

“ That when used in this Act: 

The term ‘common carrier by water in interstate commerce’ means a 
common carrier, engaged in the transportation by water of passengers or pro- 
perty on the high seas or the Great Lakes, on regular routes from port to port 
between one state, territory, district or possession of the United States and any 
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other state, territory, district, or possession of the United States or between 
places in the same territory, district or possession.” 

“The term ‘common earrier by water’? means a common carrier by water 
in foreign commerce or a common carrier by water in interstate commerce on 
the high seas or the Great Lakes on regular routes from port to port.” 


Mr. Wotyiy: Please notice the provision “on regular routes.” 
fr. ARMsTRONG: (continues reading) : 


“The term ‘other person subject to this Act’ means any person not 
included in the term ‘common carrier by water, carrying on the business of 
forwarding or furnishing wharfage, dock, warehouse, or other terminal facilities, 
in connection with the common carrier by water.” 


Section 3 provides: 


“That a Board is hereby created, to be known as the United States Shipping 
Board, and hereinafter referred to as ‘The Board.” The Board shall be com- 
posed of five commissioners, to be appointed by the President.” 


Now then let us turn to Section 14, of that Act, which reads: 


That no common carrier by water shall directly, or indirectly— 

First, pay or allow, or enter into any combination, agreement or under- 
standing, express or implied, to pay or allow, a deferred rebate to any shipper. 
The term ‘deferred rebate’ in this Act means a return of any portion of the 
freight money by a carrier to any shipper as a consideration for the giving 
of all or any portion of his shipment to the same or any other carrier, or for 
any other purpose, the payment of which is deferred beyond the completion 
of the service for which it is paid, and is made only if, during both the periods 
for which computed and the period of deferment, the shipper has complied with 
the terms of the rebate agreement of arrangement. 

Turd, retaliate against any shipper by refusing, or threatening to refuse, 
space accommodations, when such are available, or resort to other discrim- 
inating or unfair methods, because such shipper has patronized any other 
carrier or has fyled a complaint charging unfair treatment, or for any other 
reason. 

FourtH, make any unfair or unjustly discriminatory contract with any 
shipper based on the volume of freight offered, or unfairly treat or unjustly dis- 
criminate against any shipper in the matter of (a) cargo space or other facilities, 
due regard being had for the proper loading of the vessel and the available 
tonnage; (b) the loading and landing of freight in proper condition; or (ce) 
the adjustment and settlement of claims. 

Any carrier who violate any provision of this section shall be guilty of 
misdemeanour punishable by a fine of not more than $25,000 for each offence. 

Section 15, that every common carrier by water, or other person subject - 
to this Act shall fyle immediately with the Board a true copy, or if oral, a true 
and complete memorandum, of every agreement with another such carrier 
or other person subject to this Act, or modification or cancellation thereof, to 
which it may be a party or conform in whole or in part, fixing or regulating 
transportation rates or fares; giving or receiving special rates, accommodations, 
or other special privileges or advantages; controlling, regulating, preventing, 
or destroying competition; pooling or apportioning earnings, losses, or 
traffic; allotting ports or restricting or otherwise regulating the number and 
character of sailing between ports; limiting or regulating in any way the 
volume or character of freight or passenger trafic to be carried; or in any 
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manner providing for an exclusive, preferential or co-operative working arrange- 
ment. The term ‘agreement’ in this section includes understandings, confer- 
ences, and other arrangements. : 

The Board may by order disapprove, cancel or modify any agreement, or 
any modification or cancellation thereof, whether or not previously approved by 
it, that it finds to be unjustly discriminatory or unfair as between carriers, 
shippers, exporters, importers, or ports, or between exporters from the United 
States and their foreign competitors, or to operate to the detriment of the 
commerce of the United States, or to be in violation of this Act, and shall 
approve all other agreements, modifications or cancellations. 

Agreements existing at the time of the organization of the Board shall 
be lawful until disapproved by the Board. It shall be unlawful to carry out 
any agreement or any portion thereof disapproved by the Board. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: I did not quite catch the purport of that clause which gives 
power to the Board to disapprove, cancel or modify any agreement, does that apply to 
agreements made prior to the Act or not? 

Mr. Armstrona, M.P.: This Act was approved by Congress on ‘7th September, 
1916. . 
Hon. Mr. Grawam: Would any contract made prior to that date be interfered 
with except by order of the Board. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: According to the latter part of section 15 which I read, all 
agreements existing at the time of the organization of the Board shall be lawful until 
disapproved by the Board. The Act continues (reads) 

“Whoever violates any provision of this section shall be liable to a penalty 
of $1,000 for each day such violation continues, to be recovered by the United 
States in civil action. 

“Section 16. That it shall be unlawful for any common carrier by water, 
or other persons subject to this Act, either alone or in conjunction with any 
other person, directly or indirectly 

“Wirst, to make or give any undue or unreasonable preference or advantage 
to any particular person, locality or description of traffic, in any respect what- 
soever, or to subject any particular person, locality or description of traffie to 
undue or unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage in any respect whatsoever. 

“ Second, to allow any person to obtain transportation for property at less 
than the regular rates then established and enforced on the line of such carrier, 
by means of false billing, false classification, false weighing, false report of 
weight, or by any other unjust or unfair device or means. 

“Third, to induce, persuade or otherwise influence any marine insurance 
company or underwriter, or agent thereof not to give a competing carrier by 
water as favourable rate of insurance on vessel or cargo, having due regard to 
the class of vessel or cargo, as is granted to such carrier or other person subject 
to this Act. 

“Section 18. That every common carrier by water in interstate commerce 
shall establish, observe, and enforce just and reasonable rates, fares, charges, 
classifications and tariffs, and just and reasonable regulations and taxes relat- 
ing thereto, and to the issuance, form, and substance of tickets, receipts and bills 
of lading, the manner and method of presenting, marking, packing, and 
delivering property for transportation, the carrying of personal, sample and 
excess baggage, the facilities of transportation, and all other matters relating 
to or connected with the receiving, handling, transporting, sorting or delivering 
of property. 

“Every such carrier shall fyle with the Board and keep open to public 
inspection, in the form and manner and within the time prescribed by the Board, 
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the maximum rates, fares, and charges for or in connection with transportation 
between points on its own route; and if a through route has been established, 
the maximum rates, fares, and charges for, or in connection with transportation 
between points on its own route and points on the route of any other carrier by 
water. 

“No such carrier shall demand, charge, or collect a greater compensation 
for such transportation than the rates, fares, and charges fyled in compliance 
with this section, except with the approval of the Board, and after ten days’ 
public notice in the form and manner prescribed by the Board, stating the 
increase proposed to be made; but the Board for good cause shown, may waive 
such notice. 

“See. 19. That whenever a common carrier by water in interstate com- 
merce reduces its rates on the carriage of any species of freight, to or from 
competitive points, below a fair and remunerative basis, with the intent of 
driving out or otherwise injuring a competitive carrier by water, it shall not 
increase such rates, unless after hearing the Board finds that such proposed 
increase rests upon such changed conditions other than the elimination of such 
competition. 


I might go on and read other clauses of this Act which are of the most stringent 
kind. The regulations governing the bodies in the United States are under the con- 
trol of this Board, and are almost more drastic, in my way of thinking, than the 
regulations issued by the Board of Railway Commissioners for Canada, and why the 
shipping interests would think it unreasonable to allow this clause to remain in the 
Bill when the Board are given reasonable leeway in regard to dealing with them I 
cannot understand. 

Mr. Green: In that Bill did you find anything relating to charges other than the 
charges of common carriers. 

Mr. Kiye, K.C.: Yes, in the Interpretation sections. I thought it was not fair to 
allow the discussion to go on without interrupting. The interpretation clause is clear 
that it is not the tramp boat. It is the boat that plies from port to port that is a 
common carrier. Mr. Armstrong has not read the whole of the Interpretation sec- 
tion to the committee. He left out the common carrier part, which expressly excludes 
the tramp boat. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: I have no objection to reading that, and I think your con- 
struction of it will be hardly a fair one. The section reads as follows:— 


“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That when used in this Act, the 
term ‘Common carrier by water in foreign commerce’ means a common carrier, 
except ferry boats running on regular routes, engaged in the transportation by 
water of passengers or property between the United States or any of its Dis- 
tricts, Territories, or possessions and a foreign country, whether in the import 
or export trade. Provided, That a cargo boat commonly called an ocean tramp 
shall not be deemed such “common carrier by water in foreign commerce.” 


That is, an ocean tramp shall not be considered a common carrier, nor a ferry boat. 
Those are the only two exceptions they make. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: Take the next clause. 
Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: The next clause reads :— 


The term “common carrier by water in interstate commerce” means a 
common carrier engaged in the transportation by water of passengers or prop- 
erty on the high seas or the great lakes on regular routes from port to port 


‘ 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY AOT 357 
APPENDIX No. 2 


between one State, Territory, District or possession of the United States, and 
any other State, Territory, District or possession of the United States or between 
places in the same Territory, District or possession. 


Mr. Kine, K.C.: The ore, coal and grain in the United States are not covered by 
that Bill. I speak with some authority because I am in close touch with the Lake 
Carrier’s Association on the other side, and we know what is going on in this matter. 

Mr. Armsrrone, M.P.: Would you explain what a tramp carrier is? This section 
says that a cargo boat commonly called an ocean tramp shall not be deemed such 
common carrier by water in foreign commerce. 

My. Kine, K.C.: That is not the clause that relates to a common carrier in 
foreign commerce. That clause might apply—it does not say so—to foreign commerce— 
but foreign commerce would be Fort William and Buffalo, and the ocean tramp would 
apply. The word “ocean” seems to limit to the ocean, but if you go to the next clause, 
the lake business, it is expressly stated that it applies to the port to port regular route ~ 
traffic, and that is not the business of the ordinary lake carrier. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: You finally call your boats tramp steamers. All the boats 
under the Dominion Association are tramp steamers. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: All the freight carriers. We have regular passenger boats 
running on regular routes. I cannot say that all the boats in the association are 
tramps. 

Hon. Mr. Granam: A tramp steamer is one that any one can charter. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: Yes, the owner can charter it to any party. 


Hon. Mr. GranAm: He is not confined to any regular route, no time table, does 
not start at ten and get there at twelve. ; 

The Acting CuHairmaN: No regular route. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: No. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: All these will come under this clause. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: I have not said so. You are now trying to establish to the com- 
mittee that the United States have imposed a regulation here, something that we 
tested this morning, and I say our contention has been amply upheld by the reading 
of the one clause in question. 

Mr. Armstrone, M.P.: I cannot agree with Mr. King. I am sure this includes 
boats similar to the ones that are engaged in the Dominion Marine Association. 
Section 21) says:— 


That the Board may require any common carrier by water, or other person 
subject to this Act, or any officer, receiver, trustee, lessee, agent or employee 
thereof, to file with it any periodical or special report, or any account, record, 
rate or charge, or any memorandum of any facts and transactions appertaining 
to the business of such carrier or other person subject to this Act. Such report, 
account, record, rate, or memorandum shall be under oath whenever the Board 
so requires, and shall be furnished in the form and within the time prescribed 
by the Board. Whoever fails to file any report, account, record, ete. 


Then section 22 says :— 

That any person may file with the Board a sworn complaint setting forth 
any violation of this Act by a common carrier by water, or other person sub- 
ject to this Act and asking for reparation for the injury if any caused thereby. 

And the remainder of the section largely deals with the investigation and viola- 
lations of the Act. I would ask that all the sections that I have interlined be included 
in the report. If the committee would like tn have the whole Act printed, I have 
no objection. 

Q—254 
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Mr. Nespirr: Print the Act. 

The CHairMan: Is it the wish of the committee to print the whole Act? 

Hon. Mr. Granam: Print the whole Act. 

Mr. Armsrrone, M.P.: The objection, as you have heard by the gentlemen this 
morning, has largely been owing to the fact that they should be left perfectly free 
to charge whatever they please, to stop at any port they’ please, take whatever freight 
they please, or leave it, wherever they like. That is a serious condition of affairs. 
It surely is not in the public interest. We have expended in the Dominion of Canada 
as I will be able to show you by a report from our statistician, over four hundred 


millions on dredging our rivers, improving our waterways by buoying and lighting © 


and building docks and piers and canals, in order that the transportation facilities 
of this country may be cheapened and improved. Instead of that, these gentlemen 
have gone on increasing the rates year by year, and if they had, for instance, to deal 
with ocean ports or ocean traflic, where they would be liable to come in contact with 
submarines or mines, or something of that kind, it might be a very different matter, 
but here we are, with no regulations whatever, they wish to be a law unto themselves, 
perfectly free to do whatever they please on our rivers and inland waters. Let us 
take, for instance, this position: the railways, as you know, have a number of boats 
under their control, and they do a large carrying business on inland waters. They 
are under the control of the Railway Commission. They are not here objecting to 
this legislation. There is no opposition whatever from the railways in regard to this 
legislation. We have not heard of any complaint as far as they are concerned with 
the treatment that the Railway Commission have dealt out to our railways. Then 
why is it conceivable that they would not deal fairly and generously with the mer- 
chant marine as well. I would like to ask what the people have received for these 
large expenditures. I asked some gentlemen this morning and they were unable to 
tell us. They come here and ask for certain improvements in regard to water trans- 
portation. Year after year we are expending enormous sums of money and the public 
are left in the position where they have to pay higher freight rates and receive 
whatever treatment the Marine Association cares to meet out to them. 

The words “So far as deemed applicable by the Board” mean that the Board 
would define its own jurisdiction in regard to this matter. The increase in freight 
rates on the Great Lakes in 1913 amounted to 20 per cent. That was the statement 
made by Mr. Henderson on page 49. I think it would be wise to place on the record 
a statement of the freight rates by water as it appears on page 19 of our Canal 
Statistics, to give the committee some idea of the increase in freight rates. The 
statement is as follows :— 


FREIGHT RATES BY WATER. 


High freight rates by water obtained during the season of 1916. The test 
made by the department had reference solely to wheat; but that may safely be 
aecepted as indicative of the character of the business as a whole. 

The volume of Canadian wheat moved by water was the largest in the history 
of the Great Lakes trade. The facts have been given on preceding pages. 

The rates of freight over the different routes during the year were as follows :— 


1914. algulsy, 1916. 
Port Arthur—Fort William to Montreal— 
Ber ton per amiles jo cn to. ieeneee ee 0°124 cent. 0°132 cent. 0°205 cent. 
Rer™-bushele \; sete le Mlk a eee tee 4°58 We 4°99 <e 7°55 rs 
Per COM, jo vars ttaei ies seeeects. DEI ReTS $1.52 © $1.66 $2.52 
Port Arthur—Fort William to Georgian Bay— 
Per*ton per? mile’, 7) an. eae 0°095 cent. 0°282 cent. 0°264 cent. 
Per'tsbushtel isan e's) ate ieee eee 1°46 fs 3°54 We 4°10 ae 


ION TAG to ac iewtio acl. Sa 48°61 of $1.18 $1.37 
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1914. U915. 1916. 
Port Arthur—Fort William to other Canadian ports— 
PSretOnePeremilecweast so) st ce a 0°065 cent. 0°124 cent. 0°169 cent. 
Leste ell a] s) 4 0c) ES ee 1°48 uJ 2°84 pc 3°68 st 
CTMUOTEI Ret SAR MC els. Coenen 49°29 ‘ 94°80 oe $1.22 
Port Arthur—Fort William to Buffalo— 
CT MONMDED, Miles sist. Tent. 0°061 cent. 0°159 cent. 0°159 cent. 
ere DUSHElY i ome Me ye Livh te 1°63 oa 3°97 a? 4°27 ir 
I STaRCONIM SY oA Ura baad oe are 53°72 oe $1.32 $1.42 
Port Colborne to Montreal— 
EL ETCOMMOCLE AMD Grin pei fie. cst ce. sch bey fen dese coves OS ZS CONE, 0 ~ cketeage iver 
CMRURNOl Mere ae cet eg Cat Abbr eat pil, iam! 3.25 wee ne Weg, Nast ieee 
TE}arn (aya fk en Cael bee enn hed aa ST OSRy Rh ee Ay ees 


The rates from Duluth were substantially the same as from Port Arthur-Fort 
William. 

This merely goes to show that as the years go by, instead of decreasing the 
freight rates, they are constantly being increased. 

I have at least tried to show that so far as United States shipping interests are 
concerned, they are under control, and I feel confident, in spite of the statement 
made by Mr. King, that he will find on investigation that they are under absolute 
control as far as the inland waters are concerned. 

We should empower the authorities to provide a speed limit. I introduced a 
deputation regarding this matter, as I said. We should have safeguards so that 
steamers can do business on the basis of reasonable service. 

Hon. Mr. GrausAm: Could not our Marine Department regulate the speed of 
the ships? The Department of Railways and Canals can regulate the speed of vessels 
in the canals. The Minister of Marine can regulate the speed in lake St. Clair. If 
they are violating that regulation, it should be stopped at once. 

Mr. ArMstrone, M.P.: I understood there was no way of regulating speed on 
the Canadian side of the St. Clair river. I am satisfied that it has not been put into 
effect. _ 

Hon. Mr. Granam: I imagine it has not from what you say. It strikes me that 
the Marine Department could regulate the speed there. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: That regulation is already in effect in the St. Marys river and 
in the St. Clair and Detroit rivers where it has so far been asked for, and Colonel 
Anderson, Chief Engineer of the Marine Department, who, is chiefly in charge of 
the lights, was in very close touch with Colonel Mason M. Patrick, who was the late 
engineer of the United States War Department for the Detroit district, and is also 
in touch with Colonel Burgess, his successor. They are now consulting and enacting 
regulations on certain critical points in the Detroit river with regard to speed, and 
a'l that sort of thing. I am quite sure that the vessel-owners of Canada will comply 
as cheerfully as they have done in the United States with any regulations that may 
be deemed expedient. 

The Actinc CHARMAN: The Department of Railways and Canals regulate the 
speed in the canals. 

Mr. ArMstronc, M.P.: I quite understand that the section as drawn does not 
include that provision as to speed. I wish to put a few more things on record. As far’ 
as we are able to gather information from the Department of Marine, or from the 
Custéms Department, in regard to statistics covering the amount of tonnage carried, 
the tolls charged, and the rates, it is practically impossible for us to obtain that 
information. I would like to read a letter from Mr. J. Lambert Payne, our Con- 
troller of Statistics. 

Hon. Mr. GrauaM: He is Controller of Statistics in the Railways and Canals 
Department. 
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Mr. Armsrronc, M.P.: Yes. (Reads) :— 
Orrawa, May 21, 1917. 


Dear Mr. Armstronc,—You left with me this morning a list of requests 
for statistical information regarding the business of transportation on the 
inland waters of Canada. Unfortunately, there is no source from which you 
may ascertain how many vessels are operating in Canada, what transfers have 
been made to other countries, nor what has been the progress of building yes- 
sels during any period in the history of the Dominion. We have not had any- 
thing in the nature of a statistical system applicable to carriers by water, 
except to a very limited extent with regard to traffic through our canals. J am 
hoping all that will be corrected when the Consolidated Railway Act is passed 
by Parliament. ' 

I am, happily, able to tell you that the capital cost of canals up to 31st 
March, 1916, was $120,210,308. The cost of maintenance for the fiscal year 
1916 was $1,575,272. 

With regard to the capital cost of aids to navigation, such as ithaca’ 
deepening of rivers, wharves, lighting and so on, this would involve the gather- 
ing of data from a number of official sources. T made an attempt several years 
ago to ascertain the volume of expenditure under those heads, and found to 1ny 
disappoirttment that it would be necessary to go through the annual reports of 
the Public Works Department since 1882, and through the reports of the Depart- 
ment of Marine and Fisheries for a still longer period in order to get the facts 
in complete form. In 1913 the accountant of the Public Works Department 
gave me a statement showing that up to 31st March, 1912, his records showed 
expenditures on dredging, dredging plant, harbours, piers, breakwater, etc., 
aggregating $90,000,000. This was exclusive of the St. Lawrence Ship Channel. 
The operations of the Montreal Harbour Commission were not included for 
the full pericd. I tried to make a comprehensive summary of expenditures in 
aid of navigation made by Department of Marine and Fisheries but I cannot lay 
my hands on the figures. I remember, however, that the final total of all expen- 
ditures for the development of navigation, including the canals, came up close 
to $400,000,000. It is a great pity that the facts are not ascertainable in 
accurate form, and I shall not be satisfied until something is done to get them. 


Yours sincerely, 


Je Le PAW ING: 
J. E. Armstronc, Esq., M.P., 
House of Commons. 


I do not know whether or not the Marine Association is willing to allow statistics 
to be gathered in regard to their operations. It will be impossible for the Board of 
Railway Commissioners to have control of the Marine Association and compel them to 
come under regulations until statistics are gathered with respect to their operations. 
For instance, the Government have issued a proclamation claiming to have brought 
under their control the vessels that are owned and operated in Canada. We are 
supposed at present to have 8,500 vessels registered but the “Marine Department are 
satisfied that those figures do not cover nearly all the boats that should be registered. 
I have a statement issued by the Marine Department giving a list.of steam vessels 
owned in Canada and registered elsewhere, which are operated on the Great Lakes. 
Well, there are 36 large boats, which the department know are operating on our inland 
waters and yet are not registered in Canada. That tends to show the prevailing con- 
dition of affairs. 

Now common sense requires that the people should have some control over shipping 


on our inland waters. A proper moderate common-sense control is demanded. I’ 
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cannot think of a justifiable reason for this control not being given. If we have 
allowed traffic on our inland waters for the last 50 or 100 years under present con- 
ditions, it is high time that a change was made. The people of Canada furnish every 
Means to assist transportation—why should they not control? We protect marine 
interests from foreign shipping. If placing shipping interests under Board means 
increased freight rates why object? Wesselmen are continually asking for improve- 
ments to our harbours and rivers. We have a large fleet of dredges, icebreakers and 
tugs continually employed in assisting navigation. Our rivers are buoyed and lighted, 
wireless telegraphy installed, and many other aids to navigation all operated by the 
people, practically all free to vesselmen. Is it unfair to ask that the public be 
surrounded with some safeguard in return for these many advantages? 

Public interest demands a report of what is going on in transportation. Here is a 
big arm of our transportation which we know little or nothing about. Quantities of 
business do not go through our canals. You have a statistical system applied to the 
United States waters, but not to the Canadian. The United States Government obtains 
raost accurate statistics, while we pay little attention to that subject. All carriers on 
land or water should be subject to some control. Canada is now in a position to obtain 
international control over ocean-going vessels since the United States has come into 
this world’s war. 

Great Britain and the United States, and France and Canada and their Allies 
could make a definite international arrangement whereby they would have absolute 
control over ocean-going vessels if we had control. It is folly to say we cannot control 
rates, and that the consumer and producer would be injured. Railways have not been 
allowed to increase their rates during these strenuous times, while the vessels have 
increased theirs several times over. ‘We control the railways, why not the water-borne 
commerce. Justice will be the basis of Commissioners’ control. We have seen vessel 
owners run wild as regards rates on the Atlantic, and we have instances of material 
inerease on our inland waters. We have wild speculation on our inland lakes. No submar- 
ines there to interfere. Some tribunal vested with power should be established con- 
trolling freight rates on our inland waters.’ The present increase in freight rates are 
shown in the increased prices of food to our people. 

Now I have statements from the Marine Department and the Customs Department 
with respect to the matter of shipping statistics, and I would like to place them on the 
record. I will read first the letter from the Customs Department 


Orrawa, 21st May, 1917. 
J. E. Armstrone, Esq. M.P., 
House ae Commons, 
Ottawa. 


Dear Sir:—As requested by your telephone message this morning I send 
you herewith copy of the Trade and Navigation Report for the fiscal year ended 
31st March, 1916; and would refer you to statement No. 17 page 474 re shipping. 

You will note by the attached memorandum from the Chief Statistical Clerk 
that in all shipping statements the aggregate tonnage for vessels is shown 
irrespective of whether the number of arrivals or departures covers one or more 
vessels, that is if the return shows 10 arrivals and these are for the same vessel 
of say 100 tons the return would show 1,000 as tonnage. 


Yours respectfully, 
R. R. FARROW. 


Assistant Commissioner of Customs. 
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MrmoranpuM For Mr. Farrow, 


Assistant Commissioner of Customs. 

Referring to your inquiry of this afternoon, re statement No. 17, page 
474, Part II, Customs Trade and Navigation Annual Report for the fiscal 
year ended 31st March, 1916.— : 

This statement and all similar shipping statements in our annual publi- 
eation show the actual number of arrivals or departures as the case may be, 
irrespective of whether the same vessel or different vessels figured in the 
transactions. Thus, if a vessel of, say, 100 tons register arrived at a certain 
port ten times in the course of the season, Customs returns would show 10 
arrivals of an aggregate tonnage of 1,000 tons. 

R. M. HEINTZ, 


Chief Statistical Clerk. 


I have a similar statement from the Department of Marine showing the condition 


that exists in regard to this public utility (reads) : 


Orrawa, 21st May, 1917. 
Sr :— 

In accordance with your verbal request of this morning, I am sending you 

herewith copies of :— 

(1) Canada Shipping Act; 

(2) Latest Marine Report; 

(3) Latest List of Vessels; and ~ 

(4) List of British Vessels owned in Canada and operating on the 
Great Lakes but registered as British ships outside of Canada. 

With regard to these, I would draw your attention to sections 5 and 6 of 
the Canada Shipping Act which show what vessels must be registered in order 
to be deemed British ships within the limits of Canada. Sections 32 to 38 of 
the said Act provide for the licensing of such ships as are not required to be 
registered and vessels which are not ships within the meaning of the Act. 

The list of vessels shows the name, description and tonnage of each 
vessel registered in Canada on the 31st December, 1915. (The 1916 list is 
still in the hands of the printer.) ‘You will notice it does not contain the names 
of those vessels which are being operated in the coasting trade of Canada but 
which are registered as British ships at ports outside of Canada. The list 
printed on pink paper shows a number of the vessels that were owned in Canada 
but registered elsewhere and operated on the Great Lakes in 1913. A great 
many of these vessels have been transferred to Canadian registry since this list 
was published, but a few of them, such as the Haston, Edmonton, Keyport, 
Keywest and Saskatoon, are still registered in the United Kingdom, and their 
tonnage does not appear in the statistics published by the department of ships 
registered in the Dominion. These statistics for the year ended 31st December, 
1915, will be found in the Report of the Department of Marine and Fisheries. 

As promised this morning, I enclose herewith a copy of the Water Carriage 
of Goods Act of 1910. 


I am, sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


J. E. Armstrone, Esq., M.P., E. HAWKEN. 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa. 
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Full information is obtained from the railways with regard to the number of 
employees, wages, etc., but for the shipping companies we have no accurate data. We 
furnish means and facilities to assist transportation and why should we not have con- 
trol and protection of the marine interests from foreign ships. We have absolute 
control over the railways, why should we not have control over the steamship com- 
panies. \ 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: We are afraid that if this section goes through, coastal laws will 
be broken. I am continually in receipt off telegrams from the department stating 
that such and such a company want to bring in an American boat to run on a certain 
route upon which it is intended to develop trade in Canada, but invariably I answer: 
No. 

Mr. Armstronc, M.P.: The public interest demands that there shall be a full 
report of what is going on in the transportation lines in this country. We ought to 
have a statistical system that is complete with regard to water navigation. We con- 
trol the railways with regard to rates but with regard to water-borne commerce we 
have seen the vessel owners run wild in respect to rates and in the interests of the 
public it is necessary that there should be some controlling body which will regulate 
the rates on water-borne commerce. I merely wish in closing to urge the Committee 
to give this clause their most careful consideration. I am satisfied that it is in the 
interests of the people of Canada that it should become law at the earliest possible 
date, and I respectfully urge upon the marine men to look at it in a fair and reason- 
able light. I am sure the Board of Railway Commissioners will deal with them justly 
and fairly. 

The Active Cuamman: Gentlemen of the Committee, shall we now hear the reply 
of those gentlemen who are opposed to this section? 

Mr. Sincrair: We have heard them pretty fully already, if there is any new 
matter brought up by Mr. Armstrong, I think’ it will be well to hear somebody on 
that. 

The Acting CHAmRMAN: These gentlemen were promised the right of reply. Is 
there any gentlemen who would like to reply to Mr. Armstrong’s arguments ?. 

Mr. Kine, K.C.: I think it would be unfair to take up the time of the Committee 
further. f 

Mr. Nessitr: There is just one question I would like to ask somebody and it is 
this: when you have a regular route, say from Montreal, to the head of the Lakes, on 
which you pick up package freight, do you make any discrimination between shippers ? 

Mr. D. J. Bourkr, Great Lakes Transportation Co., Windsor: There is absolutely 
no discrimination in the traffic. 

Mr. Nessirr: If I want to send something, do I get the same rate as a regular 
shipper ? 

Mr. Bourke: You get absolutely the same rate, we publish our tariff, and you will 
get the same consideration as the largest consumer or shipper will get. 

Mr. Kina, K.C.: I would like the Committee to understand that my construction 
and interpretation of the United States Statute is entirely different to the interpreta- 
tion placed upon it by Mr. Armstrong. I wish to make that quite clear. 


The Committee adjourned. 
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ENDORSEMENT OF SECTION 358 BY VARIOUS ORGANIZATIONS. 


The Committee agreed to the insertion of the following documents in the record 


as requested by Mr. Armstrong :— 


As representatives of the Municipality of the City of St. Catharines, we 
believe in and favour the proposal by the Railway Committee to vest in the 
Railway Board power to regulate and control tariffs on shipping by water as 
well as by rail as proposed in Section 358 amending the Railway Act as con- 
sidered by the Committee May 22, 1917. 


(Sed) Alderman JAS. A. WILEY. 
Alderman D. W. EAGLE. 


We leave the above statement as we are not able to be present at the after- 
noon Committee Meeting, having to leave for Montreal. 


JAS. A. WILEY. 


FRUIT GROWERS ASSOCIATION OF ONTARIO. 


Mr. J. E. Armstrone, M.P., 
House or CoMMoNS, 
Ottawa. 


Drar Mr, ARMSTRONG :— 


At a meeting of the Lambton County Fruit and Vegetable Grower’s 
Association held in Sarnia, Wednesday, the 21st inst., the following Resolution, 
moved by Issac Frayn of Forest, and seconded by John Forbes of Wyoming, 
was unanimously passed, and Mr. McDonald and myself appointed to see that 
it was forwarded to you;— 


“Resolved, that whereas the Dominion Government is spending 
thousands of dollars each year in keeping up inland waterways, harbours, 
ete., and whereas navigation companies by control of service are ham- 
pering production and damaging marketing facilities of agricultural 
products, especially fruits and vegetables. Be it therefore Resolved, that 
this Association strongly supports the adoption of Mr. J. E: Armstrong’s 
Bill, so amending the Railway Act that all Navigation Companies 
operating on inland waters be placed under the jurisdiction of the Board 
of Railway Commissioners of Canada.” 


I might point out that last season just when marketing facilities were 
mostly needed, the Northern Navigation Co., refused shipments to Sault Ste. 
Marie, from Sarnia. The Niagara, St. Catharines and Toronto Navigation Co., 
operate in the Niagara district. Last season shipments from Port Dalhousie 
to Toronto were refused from Friday to Monday, causing considerable trouble. 
All through the season such occurrences develop, and they certainly should 
be under some control. They jump rates to suit themselves, and seize every 
opportunity. The railways, as you know were granted a raise equal to one 
cent fifth class a few months ago, now the Northern Navigation Co., announces 
an increase as per attached schedule. 


Yours truly, 


G. E. McINTOSH. 
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The following is a statement showing the rates which were in effect last year on 
Fruits and Vegetables and the rates they intend to place in effect for the season of 
1917. 


Old. New. 

Fruits and vegetables of all kinds, any quantity in baskets, 

10 pounds and ynder, each.. .. 3 : 3 cents. 5 cents. 
Fruits and vegetables of all kinds, any creek al in baskets, 

over 10 pounds to 18 pounds, each... .. GN m TR. ee 
Fruits of all kinds (except apples), in poxes, " crates or 

barrels; any quantity, pero00 pounds... se eet ae 30 se 37 a 
AWrples in bores, iC.) per 160 pounds. s se Sos he ee! os 30 < 37 s 
AnDICHIn HoOxes, CE) per LO0nmpOuUNGRISL e Slike ke wees, Se ee 20 i DAR} “ 

C.L. Min., 24,000 pounds. 
Apples in barrels— 

leuterelpDArrels« per DATLEl ss scl’ scsi ce, wa ewe ele Seeius 8 40 as 45 eG 

Ipetonzo) barrels) oper Darveliin., c.ci saa jensWereuecs a suber’ ate ebe 30 ss 35 ne 

BO arneis anerouelrs DEP DAMVGL ss ek nc. sis descr, fa. we 25 ‘ 30 es 
Vegetables, green, as per Canadian classification, in bags, 

crates, boxes, or barrels 
ILO Veycie UN Gorey. Go: SB won saoon du cs fk uceor SO ies CN wae 
Clay, per 100 pounds. oe rhe amr wn ech, ec peat Wort due CNL pea 15 ' 16 ty 


(oh oe Min., 24,000 pounds. 
Vegetables, winter, same as above. 


Mixed cars will be accepted on the following basis :— 
Vegetables, green or winter, in bags, crates, boxes or barrels and apples in boxes 
when shipped with fruits and vegetables in baskets, will be accepted, at rate of 5c. 


per 100 lbs., the baskets to be charged at 5c. or 73 per basket respectively. Min. ear- 
load, 20,000 lbs. 


MEMORANDA AS TO CHARACTER OF SERVICE. 


In 1912 The Northern Navigation Company gave continual service from Sarnia 
to Soo, Port Arthur, and Fort William. 

The Soo is a good natural market—for Western Ontario fruit. 

In 1913 and 1914 the service discontinued for all freight out of Sarnia. 

In 1915 the company were persuaded to put the service into effect and they carried 
freight again to the Soo. The markets however were disorganized. 

In 1916 they continued the service until the start of the fruit season. Shipments 
sent to Sarnia knowing that they would not be accepted. » 

Western Ontario Vegetable and Fruit Growers increased their output believing 
they would have a continual service. 

The trade went to New York State Growers then up to the Michigan Soo and 
American Commission men opened up offices to handle American produce in the 
Canadian market. 

The Fruit and Vegetable men want to get to the markets. It is a question of 
service. 

The service from St. Catharines across to Toronto—Take shipments offered on 
Fridays, then nothing taken from Friday until Monday. 


Winnirec, Man., May 23, 1914. 
Mr. J. E. ArMstTRONG, 
Chairman of the Commons Committee, 
Ottawa, Ont. 


Dear Sir —I am in receipt of your favour of the 20th inst., urging me to appear 
before a Joint Committee of the Senate and House of Commons who have the consoli- 
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dation of the Railway Act under consideration. I did not receive the telegram from 
you which you state you sent under the same date as letter, 

I would be very pleased of an opportunity to appear on behalf of the Manitoba 
Grain Growers’ Association before the Committee on the important question of the 
consolidation of the Railway Act, more especially clause 358 of the Bill to which you 
drew my attention. It appears to me that the Railway Commission or any other body 
have not effective control on export rates unless that same body can also control the 
rates on vessels that are a part of a through transportation system. It is a simple 
matter of bookkeeping for the railways to apportion a loss made on the railway, and 
make up on the water portion of the through system. 

Wire if my travelling expenses will be paid if I appear before the Committee. 


Yours very truly, 
R.’ McKENZIE, 


Secretary. 


Letter dated March 23, 1914, from the Ontario and Western Co-Operative Fruit 
Company, as follows :— 


It is with a good deal of pleasure we see you are making a strenuous effort 
to obtain certain amendments or additions to the Railway Act. Our Company 
is composed of one hundred and fifty fruit growers on whose account last season 
we handled nearly 350,000 baskets of fruit, equal to about two hundred and 
twenty-five cars, about half of this going out by Express. From this you will 
see that this matter is of vital importance to us. We placed the matter’ before 
the Councils of the Village of Grimsby, and the Township of North Grimsby, 
who passed resolutions endorsing the proposed legislation, as you will see by 
the enclosed copies of the resolutions as passed. 


The resolutions following were pased by a Company of Fruit Growers in Western 
Ontario. 


At present no navigation company which is not owned, chartered or used by a 
railway company subject to the jurisdiction of the Board, comes under their 
control. In other words the Richelieu and Ontario Company operating between 
Queenston, Niagara-on-the-Lake and Toronto, carries a very large amount of 
fruit. At Niagara-on-the-Lake there is no protection or shelter whatever for 
receiving the fruit at the dock, and losses have occurred because of destruction by 
rain. We have no way of compelling this company to provide a shelter because 
it is not owned, chartered or used by a railway company that is under the Board’s 
control. The Northern Navigation Company, operating the steamers Huronie, 
Hamonic, and Sarenic from Sarnia to up-lake ports, have for two years past 
refused to accept fruit or freight of any kind for Sault Ste. Marie, claiming they 
have not time to unload same there. This action lost for the western Ontario 
fruit and vegetable shippers one of their very best markets, because of the natural 
advantages of getting their shipments there quicker than by all rail. That 
market has now been diverted almost entirely to New York state. This is 
another instance where there is no way of remedying conditions, because the 
Railway Commission has said, ‘These companies are not owned, chartered or 
used hy the railway companies subject to the jurisdiction of the Board for the 
carrying of traffic, and are not, therefore, under the Board’s control.’ 


Mr. Armstrone, M.P. (Chairman).—Now I would like to read just a clause or two 


from the Secretary of the Fruit Growers’ Association of Ontario Transportation Com- 
mittee at Forest, Ont. :— 


In regard to shipments by water last year, 52,053,913 tons of freight passes 
through the various canals. Of this amount 39,951,661 tons were products of 
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mines, 8,522,327 tons the products of agriculture, and the next highest was 
that of manufactures, 1,881,699 tons. It is well to note that the average rate 
per ten on Canadian traffic by water in 1912 was 91-04 cents, and in 1913 it was 
99°37, while for the same years American traftic was 56-62 cents and 55-19 cents, 
respectively. Canadian traffic increased per ton in 1913 while American traffic 
decreased. 


From the Fruit Interests of British Columbia. 


Nakusp, B.C., April 6, 1914. 
Rost. F. Green, Esq., M.P., 
Ottawa, Ont. 


Dear Sir,—The fruit interests of B.C. are very much interested in House 
of Commons Bill number eighty-five. This Bill, I think, is being pushed by 
J. KE. Armstrong, M.P., of Lambton. 

As it is so far away from Ottawa, I don’t know how the Bill is getting 
along, but it would appear to me that there will be a lot of opposition to such a 
Bill, therefore I will ask you to give your support to this Bill, and if convenient 
kindly convey to Mr. Armstrong that he has the solid support of the fruit 
interests of British Columbia, and that as a member of the British Columbia 
Fruit Growers’ Association I wish him every success. 

Tf the Bill has not already passed, I will ask you to help in getting it put — 
through during the present session, as it is of great importance to the fruit 
interests as well as all other lines of merchandise that has to be carried by the 
ordinary lines of transportation. Should you not be too pressed for time, let 
me know how this Bill is progressing, or if it is passed, or is it side-stepped: for 
the present, but try and do not let the latter happen to same, 

You might send me a copy of said Bill, if there is any of them printed. 

Sorry to be bothering you with so many letters, but this Bill is of great 
importance to our interests, therefore I think it is my duty to help, if a letter 
will aid. 

I remain, yours respectfully, 
THOS. ABRIEL, 


Vice-President, B.C.F.G. Assn. 


From the Ontario Vegetable Growers, as follows :— 


I note by the morning paper that Leamington waited upon the Govern- 
ment one hundred strong, asking that they be granted a large appropriation for 
a harbour. That is the same ery that every other port on the lakes is making. 
What avails it, for the Government to spend our millions opening harbours for 
the transportation companies, who are willing to accept the advantages of them, 
and the other untold millions that have been freely spent by the Canadian 
people to enlarge and deepen our waterways and make navigation possible, 
when the people who furnish the money have no control whatever of the navi- 
gation companies? It seems the height of absurdity, that Lambton county, 
which is in the centre of inland navigation, is asked to forward their freight 
all rail to Owen Sound, there to be placed on the Northern Navigation Com- 
pany’s steamers for transportation to Sault Ste. Marie. This means to us four 
or five days in transit, as against less than twenty-four hours, if loaded at 
Sarnia 
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What object would there be in the Government spending thousands of 
dollars to open up a harbour at Leamington, if Leamington is in the same posi- 
tion as Lambton in connection with the same market? What advantage does 
Lambton derive at the present time from its geographical position in connection 
with its business at the head of the lakes? While rates for this have not 
been published as yet, it was an ordinary matter for a shipper at Montreal and 
Toronto to be quoted an all water rate to the head of the lakes, at the same rate 
as Lambton, and worse than that, was the fact that a Lambton shipper, to 
secure space, had to get in touch with Toronto three or four days ahead of the 
date of shipment, to be able to secure space at all. Often it was promised and 
then the shipper failed to get it. 

This matter of Soo connection came up at the executive meeting of the 
Board of Trade and the representative of the Northern Navigation Company, 
who also is a member of the Council of the Board of Trade, explained the posi- 
tion of the company, and he most emphatically stated that as he was in charge 
largely of the operating department, that he was not in favour of their com- 
pany accepting Soo business. 

His argument was that Lambton shippers were at the present time highly 
favoured with regard to rates, and he considered them extremely unwise to 
suggest that your proposed legislation should come into effect, as he argued 
that the Lambton shippers would be the losers by it. This was his talk as a 
member of the executive. 

In the same breath he demanded to know why the Government, or the 
people, should tell any navigation company how they should run their business. 

Allow me to affirm that you have behind you, in this proposed legislation, 
the entire support of every fruit and vegetable shipping association of the prov- 
ince, and to assure you that they appreciate the good work which you are 
doing, which we trust you will carry forward to a completion, and that very 
promptly. 

Last spring the Northern Navigation Company notified us of a large 
advance on all produce rates. After a strenuous session or two with them and 
a good deal of newspaper agitation we secured an adjustment, allowing them 
some advance on basket goods only. We pressed for lower rates on certain 
commodities, such as potatoes, in straight car loads, but were unable to secure 
any reduction. 

The railroads grant what is known as a commodity rate, where shipments 
of certain products are heavy. 

Our county is becoming fast a heavy producer of potatoes, and will need 
the benefit of much lower rates than are being obtained at the present time, 
and we cannot press you too strongly to secure for your home county these 
advantages. 

As an illustration, we are to-day paying a water rate on potatoes, to Sault 
Ste. Marie, 300 miles, 15 cents per cwt., plus dockage at each end, making a 
total of 20 cents per ewt. Port Arthur, 600 miles, takes the same rate. Com- 
pare this with all rail rates, as furnished New Brunswick shippers. 

New Brunswick to Toronto, 900 miles, 22 cents per ewt. 

New Brunswick to Sarnia, 1,075 miles, 26 cents per ewt. 

New Brunswick to Port Arthur, 1,450 miles, 86 cents per ewt. 

This all lake rate is altogether out of proportion for services rendered and 
we see no chance of securing any better rate until Board of Railway Commis- 
sioners are in control of the situation. ; 

: We might say that our association is the largest co-operative association 
in the province, and our production unquestionably exceeds any other strictly 
vegetable association. 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 369 
APPENDIX No, 2 


Moved by Peter Gardiner, seconded by W. J. Menzies— 


That we, the Council of the Township of Sarnia, hereby Che ourselves on 
record as approving of the legislation now being placed before the House of 
Commons at Ottawa, by J. E. Armstrong, M.P., in Bill No. 85, being an Act 
to amend the Railway Act. We firmly believe same to be in the general interest 
of the business community as a whole. 


JOHNSTON TAYLOR, 
Reeve. 


Sarnia, Ont., March 20, 1914. 
(From Lambton Growers Co-operative Association.) 


Moved by A. J. Wellington, seconded by Jared Moore:— 

That we, the Lambton Growers Co-operative Association of Lambton 
County, in meeting assembled, hereby place ourselves on record as approving 
the legislation now being laid before the House of Commons at Ottawa, by . 
J. EK. Armstrong, M.P., viz., Bill No. 85, being an Act to amend the Railway 
Act. 

We further believe that this legislation is in the general interest of all 
classes of the community who have to transact business with transportation 
companies, and we, as a co-operative association of over one hundred members 
who will have products to exceed two hundred cars to move this year, request 
that this legislation should become operative at the earliest possible date. 


(Sed.) J. W. SMITH, 
President. 
W. D. FERGUSON, 


Secretary. 
Sarnia, Ont., March 21, 1914. 


Telegram from the Lambton Fruit Growers, which is as follows :— 
Sarnia, OnT., May 25, 1914. 
J. E. Armstrone, M.P., 
Ottawa, Ont. 


We note with pleasure that your Committee considering the new Railway 
Act meet to-morrow, also note that representatives of Inland Navigation Com- 
pany have entered strong protest against coming under jurisdiction of Rail- 
way Commission when said company are attracting shippers of ceftain com- 
modities 75 per cent higher freight rates all water and all rail rates on same 
as quoted based on basis of per ton per mile they no doubt would protest 
against having their extortionate rates interfered with, but on behalf of London 
shippers who will have four to five hundred ears of this commodity this season, 
we request prompt action on this legislation. 


LAMBTON GROWERS CO-OPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, 


Per Gro. Frencu, Manager. 


(Memorandum read by Mr. Armstrong to the Senate and Commons Committee.) 


CONSOLIDATION OF THE RAILWAY ACT, CLAUSE 358. 


I assume full responsibility for the placing of Clause 358 in the Railway 
Act. Early in the session, I urged upon the Minister of Railways and Canals 
the importance of bringing the vessels on our inland waters under the Board 
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of Railway Commissioners. I am confident that this is legislation in the inter: 
ests and for the benefit of the people as a whole and after listening to the 


-debate in the House of Commons which took up a great deal of time on three 


occasions during the present session discussing the conditions on our Great 
Lakes in regard to the handling of freight, I decided to bring the Bill before 
Parliament. The amendment which I have added to the present Clause merely 
gives the Board of Railway Commissioners control over all vessels coming to 
our ports, compelling them to file with the Board their tariff agreements and 
tolls. . 


My object in asking that all vessels coming to our ocean ports should file 
their tolls and agreements with the Board of Railway Commissioners is in 
order that we may have some definite data to assist the commission- now 
appointed for the purpose of investigating the ocean freight rates. By making 
this request of the ocean liners I do not feel that we are interfering in any 
way with ocean traffic, but it is important, at this time, that we should be made 
acquainted with the agreements entered into by the interests coming to our 
ports. It has also been represented to me that there is discrimination by ocean 
steamships as between Canadian ports. This clause further requests that all 
boats carrying freight or passengers between a port or place in Canada to a 


port or place out of Canada on our inland waters, shall come under the juris- - 


diction of the Board of Railway Commissioners. 


For many years past, it has been represented to me that large shippers on 
our inland waters receive very ‘low freight rates and that their goods are car- 
ried by the vessel-men at a very low profit, while, on the other hand, the small 
shipper is charged, in many instances, for the carriage of similar commodities 
excessive freight rates. J am convinced that discrimination in freight rates 
exists on our inland waters to the detriment of the producer, small manufac- 
turer, shipper and consumer. 


The purpose of this clause is to try to bring about some solution whereby. 


the small shipper, whether manufacturer or producer, shall not be discrimin- 
ated against and J know of no better way of judging between these two inter- 
ests than to place the control of adjusting their differences under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Board of Railway Commissioners. 


I have in my possession representations from manufacturers and producers 
complaining against excessive freight rates; the lack of regulations in regard to 
ports of call, whereby vessels carrying freight will not stop for a few cars of 
manufactured goods, hay, fruit or vegetables, and will allow these products and 
materials to remain for days, if not weeks, in some instances to the serious 
detriment of said products and the loss of trade to the producer. 


It is true that the vessel-men claim and I know of some instances where 
théy are perhaps justified in making the following statements:—That the docks 
in many instances are either owned by railway interests or private corporations 
and that the charges made by these interests are so excessive that they would 
rather lose the trade than be held up by the stoppage charges. That the steve- 
dors and help necessary at shipping points have to be taken into consideration. 
These are matters which would come under the jurisdiction of the Board of 
Railway Commissioners and satisfactory adjustments brought about. The 
expenses entailed on the shipper in many instances is most serious and at pre- 
sent he has no one to apply to for a remedy. 


Vesselmen are at liberty to call or not, as they choose; the same trouble 
exists on freight coming from the head of the lakes, and applies particularly 


‘ to package freight of all kinds, both ways. 
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I think it well to place on record a short memorandum in regard to the American 
coasting vessels and the manner in which they are conducted :— 


AMERICAN LAWS. 


- The American Congress by Act of June 19, 1886, as amended by Act of 
Feb. 17, 1898, provides :— 
“No foreign vessel shall transport passengers between ports or places 
in the United States, either directly or by way of a foreign port, under a 
penalty of $200 for each passenger so transported and landed.’ 


It is further provided by s. 26 of the Act, Feb. 17, 1898. 


“No merchandise shall be transported by water under penalty of for- 
feiture thereof, from one port of the United States to another port of the 
United States, either directly or via a foreign port, or for any part of the 
voyage, in any other vessel than a vessel of the United States.’ 

“This section shall not be construed to prohibit the sailing of any 
foreign vessel from any one to another port ot the United States: Provided, 
that no foreign merchandise other than that imported in such vessel from 
some foreign port which shall not have been unladen, shall be carried from 
one port or place in the United States to another.’ 


CANADIAN LAWS. 


The Canadian Legislature by Act, 2 E. VII, ¢. 7, s. 8 (1902) and now 
Section 955 of Chapter 113 of the Revised Statutes, 1906, provides: 

‘No goods or passengers shall be carried by water, from one port of 
Canada to another, except in British ships. 

“Tf any goods or passengers are so carried, contrary to this Part, the 
master of the ship or vessel so carrying them shall incur a penalty of four 
hundred dollars; and any goods so carried shall be forfeited, as smuggled. 

‘Such ship or vessel may be detained by the collector of Customs at 
any port or place to which such goods or passengers are brought, until 
such penalty is paid or security for the payment thereof given to his 
satisfaction, and until such goods are delivered up to him, to be dealt with 
as goods forfeited under the provisions of the Customs Act. ’ 


COASTING REGULATIONS IN REPORT OF FOREIGN VESSELS. 


All foreign vessels trading on the coast and entering the harbours of Canada 
from sea or inland waters, are governed by the following rules:— 

Section 1. Foreign vessels may transport cargo and passengers from a 
foreign port and land the same at two or more Canadian ports, clearing from 
each in succession until all of said cargo and passengers are landed. 

Sec. 2. Foreign vessels may take cargo and passengers from two or more 
Canadian ports and transport the same to a foreign port, clearing from each in 
succession, but taking final clearance from such foreign port at the last Cana- 
dian port which they enter on such voyage. 

Sec. 3. Foreign vessels shall not take freight or passengers at one Cana- 
dian port and land the same at another Canadian port, and the master or owner 
of any vessel found to have violated this rule shall be subject to a penalty of. 
$400 for each such offence, and the vessel may be detained until the same is 
paid. } 

2—26 
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Sec. 4. Foreign vessels bringing cargo or passengers from a foreign port 
may, after landing the same, be permitted to clear light to another Canadian 
port for the purpose of loading cargo for a foreign port, and may clear from 
port to port to complete such cargo, taking final clearance as above. 

See. 5. Foreign vessels may tow other vessels or things from a foreign port 
to a Canadian port; but if they drop or part from any such vessel or thing in 
Canadian waters, they shall not again take such vessel or thing in tow for the 
purpose of moving the same further in Canadian waters. 

Sec. 6. Foreign vessels may tow other vessels or things from a Canadian 
port to a foreign port, but having parted from such vessels or things, or any of 
them, in Canadian waters, they cannot take such vessels or things in tow tc 
move them further in Canadian waters; but this and the preceding rule are 
not to apply to an accidental parting of such vessel by breaking hawser or other 
temporary damages. 

See. 7. Foreign vessels shall be entitled to the foregoing privileges only 
on eondition of strict compliance with the provisions of ‘The Customs Act,’ 
respecting reporting inwards and outwards on entering and leaving Canadian 
ports by the masters of such vessels. 

Sec. 8. Where vessels bring cargo or passengers from a foreign port con- 
signed to more than one Canadian port, the masters of such vessels must make 
a full report of the whole contents at the first port of entry, and distinguish 
therein the items to be there landed and the ports at which all other items are 
to be Janded. Such report must be made in duplicate, with an additional copy 
for each succeeding port at which there are goods to be landed; and the col- 
lector or proper officer of Customs shall mark each item in such report with the 
entry number, if entered, and in case of any item landed and placed in suffer- 
ance warehouse without entry, it shall be marked with the letter ‘L’ in the said 
report; duplicate copies to be filed at said first port of entry, and the others to be 
carried with the vessel, and one to be filed at each succeeding port of entry. 

See. 9. Repealed. 

See. 10. For any violation of the requirements of these rules the master 
or owner of any such vessel shall be subject to a fine of $400, or such other fine 
or penalty provided by the said Act as may be applicable to the case, and the 
vessel may be detained until such fine or penalty is paid. 


Senator Watson: Have they any control of rates in the United States? They 
do not say anything about rates. x 


Mr. Armstronc, M.P. (Chairman). They have no control of rates on their inland 
waters. I am merely trying to show that the marine laws of Canada and the customs 
regulations in regard to our vessels plying or trading along our coasts give absolute 
protection from any foreign vessel in regard to that work; and by merely stating that 
I wish to emphasize the fact that we do protect our shipping. 


Senator Watson: The Americans have the same protection for their vessels. 
Mr. Armsrronc, M.P. (Chairman): Very much the same. 
Senator Watson: It is a question of control of rates. 


Mr. Armstronc, M.P. (Chairman): I am merely showing that they have absolute 
control over our coastwise trade. Now I would like to quote from the Report of the 
Grain Markets Commission of the Province of Saskatchewan for 1914, and if you 
will be good enough to allow me to embody these extracts J will not trouble the Com- 
mittee further with them. The Commission made use of some yery strong statements, 
and J think it is wise that we should have all the information we can have on this 
subject. 
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Perhaps the most serious objections to the present conditions are being made by 
the shipper of grain in the Northwest. 

The Royal Commission mentioned was appointed by the province “to examine 
into the ways and means for bettering the position of Saskatchewan grain on the 
European markets.” 

This Commission reports that the grain of Canada pays more freight to reach 
Liverpool than does the grain of any other country in the world; also that there has 
been practically no change since 1909 in the cost of transporting a carload of wheat 
to Fort William or Port Arthur and selling it on commission. (Mr. Henderson said 
the rate increased in 1913 by 20 per cent.) - 

The Commission adds :— 

Were Winnipeg to Fort William the ultimate market for our wheat, it 
would be unnecessary to pursue the inquiry east of these points. Some of our 
wheat is finally disposed of at Winnipeg, of course, but the great bulk of it is 
not. Moreover, the price received for that which goes the farthest is what sets 
the price for the remainder throughout the season of heaviest marketing. It 
therefore concerns the farmer even more than it concerns any one else what the 
relation is between the Winnipeg market and the importing markets of Europe, 
for upon the transportation and other connecting links between these markets 
will be the price received by the farmer in one part depend. 


(Extracts from Grain Market Commission’s Report.) 
SECTION VI. 
Cost or Marketine AND Exporting WHEAT FROM SASKATCHEWAN. 


In order to set forth in complete form and as clearly as possible the services 
which must be performed by the different interests in connection with exporting 
wheat from Saskatchewan to Great Britain, a table has been prepared and is pre- 
sented herewith setting forth those services and the charges that were levied in 1913 
for their performance. For the sake of comparison, the charges levied for the same 
services in 1909 are also given. ; 

The services enumerated are those performed in connection with 1,000 bushels of 
No. 3 Northern wheat shipped through a country elevator in Saskatchewan, hauled 
to Winnipeg, there sampled and graded by the Government, sold on commission to an 
exporter, hauled to Fort William elevator, inspected out into a lake steamer before 
the close of navigation, carried to a Georgian Bay or Lake Erie port, unloaded 
through a transfer elevator into a railway car, hauled to Montreal, unloaded from the 
car into a transfer elevator, unloaded thence into a steamer and carried to Liverpool 
or London. This procedure and route are selected because more grain has been handled 
by this procedure than by any other, and more has been exported via this route than 
by any other Canadian route. The charges on other routes by which large quantities 


_of wheat are shipped will be considered later. 


The charges may be grouped naturally under two heads: 

1. Charges paid directly by grower and shipper of consigned grain. 

2. Charges paid directly by purchaser of consigned grain, but indirectly by grower 
and shipper because deducted from the price the grain realized. 


The Country Elevator Owner— 
1909. 1913" 


For receiving, weighing, elevating, cleaning (when 
possible) spouting, insuring against fire, storing for 
first fifteen days and loading into car.. .. .. .. $17 50 $ 17 50 
(For subsequent storage and insurance, if any, 
three-quarters of a cent per bushel per month. 
No change.) 
2—264 
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The Railway Company— 
ay 1909. 1913. 


For hauling from a shipping point in Saskatchewan 
to Fort William, a distance of from 641 to 1,086 


miles, $96 to $144 per 1,000 bushels, on an average, 
$120 00 $120 00 


BEY alo aye jeeval Star qaye! local berle a)elotel males aie liars aaa 
For hauling from a Georgian Bay port or Port Col- 
borne to Montreal.. .. .. 42 50 42 50 


(This is a five per cent rate, but it includes elevator 
charges at either end of the haul; for these 
services three-quarters of a cent has been 


deducted.) 


The Dominion Government— 
For sampling and inspecting at Winnipeg, fifty cents 
per car; for weighing at Fort William, thirty cents 
per car; for cargo inspection out of Fort William, 
fifty cents per 1,000 bushels; for cargo weighing 
out of Fort William, thirty cents per 1,000 bushels. 1 60 1 60 
The Commission Merchant— 
For selling wheat on Winnipeg Grain Exchange, one 


Cent, per bushel’ ctr .is nti viele taints) Wateiven time mbtene mle ia) 10 00 10 00 
The Exporter— 
Not possible to determine exactly, say.. .. .. «+ «+ 10 00 5 00 


(See chapter on exporting.) 
The Terminal Elevator Owner— 
For receiving, elevating, cleaning, spouting, insurance 


against fire and storage for the first fifteen days. . 7 50 7 50 
The Bank— 
Interest and exchange on money supplied to meet draft 
of shipper on commission merchant; interest on 
Saye 100 for onetmomnihe armen ot aeieure ete esti 3 50 3 80 
Exchange on say $700......... 90 ies 


Interest on money supplied to exporter to finance the 
exporting of the wheat on $1,000 for say two 
MOTHS et OS AS Ua ake aaa Mo Ler tirene one 10 00 10 85 
The Lake Steamship Company— 
For carrying wheat from Fort William or Port Arthur 
to Georgian Bay ports or Port Colborne (October 
Or, Novembpericharter) see acme pa acne eee 10 00 20 00 
The Transfer Elevator Company— 


For elevation from vessel to cars at Georgian Bay or 
Lake Erie port and fifteen or thirty days’ free 
storage ol exporh: orain seat sient e Cubes more 

’For transfer from railway car to ocean vessel at 
Montreal and twenty days’ free storage.. .. .... 9 00 9 00 

The Ocean Steamship Company— 


2 50 2 50 


For carrying wheat from Montreal to Liverpool, Lon- 
dom.or | Glasgow .22 ws hiectha me meee sions crane mers 
(Ou the basis of November, 1912, freight rates, 

May, June, July and August rates were higher 
in 1913.) 


40 00 75 00 
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Marine Insurance-— 


1909. 1913, 
Insurance while on Great Lakes; average figure (first 
and second-class boats) for September-November 
shipments to lower lake ports, 7 per cent on 

OOO re Seine, ahs $5 60 $5 60 
Insurance while on Meanie (fet fale sai ENaveniher 

rate from Montreal) .4 per cent on $1,000.. .. .. 4 00 4 00 

Sundry Charges— 

Insurance against fire while in eastern transfer ele- 
vators, transfer of money from Europe to Canada, 
fees connected with sundry documents, certificates, 

ASG EEN 3) 9 REPSHRR se Ee UIC aL as Se 10 00 10 00 

NO taleyamreal.t aeatee tale kn cea ie woe epere ea pemnia sere TOOL 60 $346 60 


These charges it will be remembered are those levied on wheat exported by one 
of the direct and most used routes and with the least delay. More wheat is shipped 
through without being held for any length of time at any point in transit, than is 
held in store for extended periods en route. This condition results in higher charges 
being asked and secured for lake and ocean carriage in the fall, and in lowering of 
the price that importers are willing to pay for our wheat delivered during the last 
months of the year. 

Whether the higher price that could be obtained from importers for later 
deliveries would more than offset the storage and interest and insurance charges, that 
must accumulate month by month against grain once it has been delivered at a 
public grain storage, is a point that cannot in the nature of things be determined. 

So, too, is the question of whether finances could be obtained to permit of a 
larger percentage of our wheat being held in public storage elevators over the winter 
for sale to Europe in the spring. 

An imaginary shipment of one thousand bushels of wheat has been traced 
through a much frequented route with a view to noting the various charges it 
encounters in its journey to the ultimate markets. To corroborate in general the 
total of the charges as above set forth, and to give some idea of how these compare 
with charges encountered by our grain when exported through the United States 
the following statement by a leading exporter will be of interest. We find at present 
(late fall of 1912) the cost of taking wheat from Fort William by lakes to a foreign 
market, such as Antwerp, Rotterdam or London, is very closely as follows :— 


Elevation at Fort William and fees.. .... st) De .Gouper bus: 
Lake freight, Fort William to Buffalo, eee Gor the 
HEASOMMPIDERTE ol si chal sere fokel ooictiel yr SlNidele ae si Pelton eiteDyle: cherie 1.50 
Marine Rane anice a AO 
Rail, Buffalo to New eve Sneluding ccaion Bt ‘Suna 6.00 
Elevator and lighterage at New York.. OT calcein 1.00 
Seaboard commission for handling grain aud documents 25 
Ocean Insurance... .. . ime ee eas Cae ae .o5 
Average tramp steamer re lest ie Sete tej edaictae ewes LODO 
Noy tal ley Pree Se te SIN ese poe em chistes eit a st SLOSS. 


Besides this there are some incidental items, such as interest on the money. in- 
vested in this grain between the time it is paid for in Fort William until it is on 
board ocean steamer and draft can be drawn against ocean bills of lading; also small 
items of exchange between west and east. From Winnipeg to New York this amounts 
to in the fall about one-eighth of a cent more on exchange and one-quarter of a cent 
more on interest and adding an exporting profit of one cent per bushel, will make a 
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total cost of about twenty-two and a half cents between Fort as and foreign 


markets. 


Ocean freights this fall, 1912, have been exceedingly high, much higher than we 
have ever known them in twenty years and I am satisfied much higher than they will 


be this coming summer. 


For instance, we find during the fall of 1911, a usual tramp 


steamer rate from standard ports like New York or Philadelphia to standard ports 
abroad ruled about six and a half cents instead of ten and a half cents this past fall. 
Going back further than that we find a series of several years in which the stan- 
dard rate was about four and a half cents per bushel. 

Our own judgment is that by the time the Welland Canal is completed to its pro- 
posed larger depth the standard ocean freight will be found to be not over five cents 
per bushel. In our judgment this Welland improvement is exceedingly important to 
the grain growers of Western Canada. With that improvement we believe grain can 
be shipped during most of the open season of navigation via Montreal at something 


like the following cost :— 


Elevation and fees at Fort William.. .. . . $ 83 

Lake freight on large steamers to say Oudenabute foe nue: 
ship to Montreal. . cenit ss 1.50 
Marine insurance Fort ayant 6 Monereal By SL oS .60 
River freight Ogdensburg to Montreal suindine elevation. Mera) 
Harbour charges at Montreal... .. ... 30 
Ocean insurance. fe 50 
Seaboard commission ios Shee ana irncitae: aeaume er: 25 
Ocean freight to standard ports abroad.. 5.00 
otal ae ce $10.73 


Adding interest and exchange, say one-half cent, and exporting profit of one cent 
and you have a total cost between Fort William and foreign markets of twelve and a 
quarter cents as against an average cost this past fall of twenty-two and a half cents. 

In our judgment with normal conditions again in the ocean freight market and 
with the improvements in the Erie canal, the deeper Welland and a normal lake freight 
this cost of reaching a foreign market will be found not far out of the way. 

The actual cost of exporting grain in the spring of 1913 via Montreal as given by 


a firm of Canadian dealers is as follows :— 
Cost via Great Lakes, St. Lawrence River and Montreal :— 


Charges at Fort William... $ 1.00 
Lake freight, Fort William to Mawircal 7.25 
Lake insurance. 35 
Montreal Broker. Fare 25 
Ocean freight, Montreal to soe 9.75 
OceanMinsurance: 4.2.2.2 acre tre 25 

otsaler wesw. $18.85 


The cost of exporting via New York at the same time, is estimated by the same 


firm as follows :— 


At Fort William.. .. $ 1.00 
Lake freight. . 2.25 
Lake insurance.. . 22, 
East from Buraio ead ye 5.50 
Jobbers at New York.. .90 
Brokers and weighing. . .25 
Ocean freight. . 9.00 


Total. . 


-- $19.32 
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Lake Freight Rates. 


There are three classes of lake freight rates on Canadian grain ex Fort William 
or Port Arthur. These are:— 


(a) The through rate, all water to Montreal: 

(b) The rate from upper lake ports such as Fort William, Port Arthur or Duluth 
to lower lake ports such as Tiffin on Georgian Bay; Goderich and Port MeNicoll on 
Lake Huron, Port Colborne and Buffalo, on Lake Erie, or Kingston on Lake Ontario; 

(c) The rate from Lake Erie or Lake Ontario ports to Montreal. 

These, with the rail rates from lower lake ports to Montreal and to United States 
Atlantie ports, cover the entire lake freight situation. 

Unquestionably the cheapest means of carrying wheat from Fort William to 
Montreal should be by continuous passage in the hold of one steamer. The efforts of 
those responsible for developing and controlling the inland waterways of Canada and 
their trade. This can be done in two ways at least. 


Averace Lake Freight Rates on Wheat from Fort William or Port Arthur to Mont- 
real for each month of the season of navigation in the years 1909 to 1912 in- 


clusive. 
CENTS PER BUSHEL OF WHEAT 

1909. 1910. LOTS 1912. 
ESS MTree Warne. nisl weees ns wihiorehiare ee Se mreial| siete aioe 5°400 DOD fills wegeere noe 
INERT. odin con Peee SHORE eee 4°825 5° 402 4°750 6°022 
ANTE Shoes cad He oe EEE ee Oe come rae ee Dea 4°026 3°812 5 178 
PMV pee ee ray el Lynd att SaeAads cece. ooo 3°100 Sia lial asa sieye 4°750 
August rie Gis RA Sr LaOS Page AEE TEN ERE cee ee ae oes 4° 000 2°190 4° 250 4°750 
IE DLCINDEM Att aretoleie cated e's otels ib ste) eee uateterels eae 4 670 3° 750 4°()25 (53211225) 
(CYTES DSc... Oboe, eo OPA one ane Ten TCE Tomasi One a 6-080 4°791 5°520 6° 666 
INivenmtberrm et fate sista: cates i Pe ae eae 5°103 4611 6 O41 7332 
IDECEMIDEL Meare tA nets ities, me at 3 666 page ns EES, PE Al a See Set Se 

| 
YEARLY AVERAGES (From SAME SOURCE.) 
CENTS PER BUSHEL. 

1909. 1910. 1911. 1912. 
Wihieatin ts. cs. te CEE CeCe Sue he cairo co oenaanas f 4°930 4°164 4°993 5932 
OSs | ERE Saab) deters Ico ReaD Hc aare er marr 2781 3°142 2°520 4°015 
NS ATL eV Pee ee ter poe Bat sroue tosis peysiah clone ue sjpereeet 5° 750 3°500 2°416 3° 625 


The Department of Trade and Commerce gives the following as having been the 
rates during 1910 and 1911.:— 

1910.—‘ Rates opened at from six cents per bushel on wheat for first trips; for 
second it quickly went up to five cents per bushel. Early in June it dropped to four 
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cents per bushel. Eary in June it dropped to four cents per bushel where it remained 
until the beginning of July, when the low rate of the season, three cents for wheat, 
was charged. In August the rate went back to three and one-half cents. At begin- 
ning of September it went to four cents; later on to five cents. During October and 
November the rate fluctuated between six and seven and one-half cents; the top rate 
being eight cents which was charged early in ‘November.’ 

1911.—‘ Rates opened at five and one-quarter cents per bushel of wheat. In May 
dropped to four and one-quarter cents per bushel. About middle of September rose to 
four and three-quarter cents. October and November rose to six and one-half cents 
per bushel.’ 


The Department of Railways and Canals gives the rates from Fort William to 
Montreal during 1912 as follows:— 


; Cents per | Cents per 

Month. bushel. ton mile. 
INTRA Sas lhis os, Sok te abs bos 5 Aaah dod Sisk 1s Lae yd ape xe OT eine Ee en tere 5° 444 147 
REMUMON phen ct pi nkotes ohaget ata Stik oh aMce he Sie adh eters MBAS ae nr ape ee eto) eee ees 4°433 120 
aaaiae Wee oa? cetse ys dhes Sa a shack halt Mee ve ea ee Ae 5°203 ‘141 
PTY SAIN Sepp to eats a oy clare fe oe nn eevee Tavetere aa ene TOE ace eer te Sette Sette se Fp 5°227 “141 
DODGE DEN. cae weet tie thick eddie dares aio athe SesleeGRRE Nth e tatetah er ieee 5° 439 "214 
Data tari nc svre unis wanets tus ice, nase ie) anal cboies abe ah Pelee Rotated eine oh eceraearceeros 6°149 “184 
IN OVEMUEK raise ceeded core Green RNA ei Ue ee Se ea eee 7129 “193 


Another advantage which the lake and rail route enjoys is access to the cheapest 
winter storage in Canada. During the months of September, October and November 
export trade is largely in the next month, whichever that may be. Subsequent busi- 
ness is largely for May or June delivery. Thus the exporter must be prepared to 
acquire a quantity of grain in the late fall and store it until the following spring. 
Following are the rates per bushel charged for winter storage at the principal points 
at which any large amount of space is available: 


Short Period for the Winter. 


Country elevators in the west, %o0 cents per day equals 44 cents. 

Terminal elevators at Fort William or Port Arthur, %o cents per day equal 6 
ecnts. 

Goderich and some other Lake Huron or Georgian Bay elevators, $ cents per day, 
15 days, 1 cent. 

Port McNicoll, 4 cents per day, 15 days 14 cents. 

Port Colborne, 4 cents per day, 15 days 1} cents. 

Montreal, 4 cents per day, 10 days 14 cents. 

It will be noted :— 

1. That western storage costs three or four times as much as eastern; 


2. That some Georgian Bay elevators, at least, offer winter storage for half a. 


cent less than it can be obtained elsewhere in the eastern. 

In addition to the cheapness of the storage it should be noted also that there is 
several millions of bushels more capacity available at Georgian Bay and Lake Huron 
ports than at the principal ports on the all-water route. Thus lake and rail routeing 
te the shipper desiring winter storage carries with it advantages, not at once apparent 
in a comparsion of rates via this route and via the all-water route, equivalent to one 
and five-sixths cents. The two Canadian routes, therefore, may be regarded as being 
on a parity the one with the other. 
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THE ROUTE VIA BUFFALO AND UNITED STATES ATLANTIC PORTS IN BOND. 


It is to be regretted that with such a magnificent waterway as the St. Lawrence 
in our possession, Canadian grain should be exported through any but Canadian 
channels. There is, however, some slight compensation in the fact that a considerable 
quantity of United States grain is exported via some Canadian ports, principally 
Montreal. The following statement sets forth the volume of these two crossing 
streams :— 


Quantity of Canadian wheat exported from United States ports in the years men- 
tioned :— 


Bushels. 
AORN Ss eects eee abi, aches. Silt these fe cere ele Oo, SON FOS 
HLT) SaemeenrMcreOn Siar os vce lewtiactioa irk Sealers, cet ccty rad leigenal esa, 2 eikgloO see OL 
DIUM hae tcueh ice Leys) etc ve pu tyet aus eaten acer leah nage. falem wed he ey LO DeDeO 
Peon ero hang Mas Mer | Waa i memele critie fant a's) ODL DOT O05 


Quantity of United States wheat exported from Canadian ports in the years men- 
tioned :— 


Bushels. 
OSM Tue tt oh thoy ete ctayes ide emt < erase, Pedant eo mene LO OOS sd OF 
SOMME MAE cae arte ee ON tie. tuntde bea thasdel togen elon OLE OUD 
Beery et rele ea nets Oe BOERS CS WU NS. uared Brame?) OB, a Om 
LOLM ieee r es ha to kph s,m clt a Aaa Naedlns Stee sis eG 2 aa Ge 
112) PS eee i ili aea de a aA a a aL) Am ne ea 1309!) 


Practically all of these exports were from Montreal. 

It has been pointed out that an increasing percentage of our grain shipments 
from Fort William and Port Arthur, amounting in 1912 to forty-two per cent, go to 
Buffalo or other United States lake ports for export in bond through United States 
Atlantic ports. This condition exists in spite of the following charges levied against 


wheat exported via Buffalo :— 
Per bushel wheat. 


Lake freight rate Fort William to Buttalowsayas ease 2) cents. 
Rail haul Buffalo to New York or Boston including eleva- 
tion charges at Buffalo of half a cent per bushel and 


lighterage at New York... .. Be elet reheated sie et 
(This rate is increased to six cents when navigation 
closes at Montreal.) 
Elevation, weighing, &., at New York.......... 2 “ 
82 “ 


As compared with :— 
Per bushel wheat. 


Fort William to Montreal, all water, including all port 

charges iat Montreal and twenty days free storage... .. 62 Cents. 
Fort William to Montreal, lake and rail, including all port 

charges at Montreal and additional fifty days free 


SEONAL Ch ee Bee mens rscom ie ete. yee hace cles ctor feesil sae have Meck “ 


Tt will be noted that in spite of the much greater distance from upper lake ports, 
and the fact that Buffalo lies east of Cleveland (the source of the return cargo) lake 
freight rates to Buffalo are as a rule less than to Canadian ports on Georgian Bay and 
Lake Huron. The Commission believes that the principal cause for this apparent 
discrimination lies in the fact that shipments from Canadian upper lake ports to 
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United States lower lake ports are international business and as such are open to either 
Canadian or United States vessels, while shipments from Canadian upper lake to 
Canadian lower lake ports are Canadian business and as such are, under Canadian 
Government coastal regulations, available only to vessels of British register. What- _ 
ever the causes may be this alternative remains: either the lower rate for the longer 
haul to Buffalo is unremunerative (in which case United States vessels would scarcely 
accept this business, whereas at present they do the most of it), or the higher rate for 
the shorter haul is unduly remunerative to Canadian Vessel owners who are only 
enabled to levy the extra charges by reason of being protected from outside competi- 
tion by the costal regulations. 

The explanation of the increasing shipments to Buffalo in spite of the heavier 
charges levied on shipments routed via United States channels is to be found in four 
facts :— 

1. The ports of New York, Baltimore, etc., are open twelve months of the year, 
whereas the port of Montreal is open only seven months of the year; it is to these 
United States ports that grain shipped to Buffalo goes for export; 

2. Ocean insurance rates and, partly in consequence, ocean freight rates, are much 
lower from United States Atlantic ports than from Montreal; 

3. In consequence of high insurance rates and the port being smaller there is less 
certainty about securing ocean space at Montreal just when needed than at United 
States Atlantic ports; 

4. Both United States and Canadian vesssels are available for shipments to Buffalo 
or other United States ports, while only Canadian vessels are available for shipments 
to Canadian ports, and owing to the seasonal nature of the business there is not always 
sufficient Canadian tonnage to take care of it. 

The first three reasons concern ocean rather than Jake transportation, and con- 
sideration of them will be reserved to a more appropriate place. 

Regarding the fourth reason, it is to be noted that the Canadian lake shipping 
interests are protected by the coastal regulations of the Department of Customs. 
These interests should provide the service they are protected to enable them to provide, 
or, as far as Canada is concerned, the carrying trade on the great lakes should be 
thrown open to all comers. The service required of Canadian Jake shipping interests 
is the provision of an adequate amount of tonnage for the carriage of Canadian grain 
from upper lake ports to Canadian lower lake ports or Montreal at a reasonable freight 
rate. 

It is more important to Canada that the St. Lawrence waterway be established as 
the principal artery through which shall flow the grain exports of Canada, and that 
western grain.shall secure reasonable rates on the lakes and upper St. Lawrence, than 
that an irresponsible and unregulated Canadian merchant marine shall be built up 
on the great Jakes. The Dominion Government can seek to secure an adequate ser- 
vice at a reasonable cost in one or more of several ways. It can: 

1. Endeavour to reach an agreement with the United States Government by 
which, in place of the present childish arrangement that enables the shipping inter- 
ests of each country to levy higher tolls on domestic business than they can levy on 
international business, all ports of the great lakes shall be thrown open to the ships 
of both countries for all classes of business. This would widen the competition on 
the lakes and should redound to the advantage of Canadian lower lake ports and the 
western farmer; or 

2. In the event of such an arrangement not being made, throw the carrying trade 
between Canadian lake ports open to the United States vessels in the interests of the 
St. Lawrence route and the western farmer; or 

3. Establish a government operated line of steamships on the great lakes to pro- 
vide sufficient Canadian tonnage for Canadian business and to keep freight rates on 
a reasonable level; or 
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4. Fix certain maximum rates on grain freights between Canadian ports, with 
the understanding that if Canadian tonnage does not prove adequate to the proper 
handling of the business, tonnage of other flags will be admitted to the trade. 

As has already been pointed out, a very large portion of our grain reaches market 
through the port of New York. It is transported by boat to Buffalo, thence by rail to 
New York, where, for many reasons, it can find a European market in the easiest way. 
The present cost of transportation of our wheat from Buffalo to New York is five and 
a half cents per bushel in the summer and six in the winter, with an additional charge 
in New York harbour of three-quarters of a cent for elevating from the lighters and 
weighing. This service has been performed in past years for as low as two and a half 
cents ‘by the old Erie canal in small boats carrying about eight thousand bushels, 
which quantity is called in the trade a load of grain. «This canal has become obsolete 
and there is being built a new canal. This canal is one of the largest works of the 
kind ever undertaken, and is said to be only second in that respect to the Panama 
canal. Boats are now being contracted for by a number of companies who expect 
to operate them as soon as the Erie canal is opened. The Commission has been 
informed by some of the men who are building these boats that after going into the 
question with engineers and others, they are satisfied that wheat from Buffalo can be 
put alongside ocean steamers in New York harbour at a cost to them of one cent per 
bushel. They expect to be able to develop a trade by which they will get return car- 
goes and serve the whole of the Great Lakes region with package and other freight 
transportation. They are going into the matter in a thoroughly comprehensive and 
business-like way and some of the directors of these companies are now in Europe 
studying similar situations there, from the standpoint of securing and handling west 
bound freight. 

One of the hargest exporters of Canadian grain, and a man who is active at the 
present time in the building of these barges, recently said that there was no doubt in 
his mind but that as soon as the Erie canal was in complete operation Canadian grain 
would be carried from Buffalo to New York during the period of navigation at a rate 
not exceeding two cents per bushel. The present rate as previously stated is from five 
and a half to six cents per bushel. 

The expense per day in connection with running a 10,000 ton freighter on the 
lakes, carrying about 300,000 bushels of wheat, as given by the president of a lake 
freight line at Duluth and by the captain of a large Canadian freighter, is given 
below. There is little difference in the cost of operating Canadian and American 
boats, wages being slightly lower on Canadian boats. 


Nhs Sep Suet MSE Pcs rome ius Recs ieienei c bde shee + oo fDr OO 
CO Oo ane ee pratt esi yrs oy coh oaks Rtas cis ais. ts, MLO 00 
PATO MOS hey ae Ne etter ie keto closes a teakato 2.80 ote ste es kO) 00 
Sk Vo CoRR ERED SEITE ra foe etn fais: oy Aims cele, altemate ete’ a oss, + | LON OO 
Onlesandponea sens lero owas, hi ecisie melts «(sas 2 he's) acamece 2 ALETOO 
ISURAM CCH Ty Ci let GEN AM ORG eae tbe te otace  OOLOO 

Mote lsceaee Inte Heres nice vere, eek cue oe. CLO OO 


The earnings of this class of boat carrying a bulk cargo of grain between upper 
and lower lake ports would be $4,500 per trip at one and a half cents per bushel. A 
vessel makes a trip in about seven days and a round trip in fifteen days. The large 
ships usually get coal cargoes back, on which they earn thirty cents per ton or, on a 
cargo of 10,000 tons, $3,000. 

If the above cited figures are approximately correct and traffic could be so arranged 
that a boat would have full cargoes of grain during the whole season between the 
upper and lower lakes the business would be immensely profitable one at one and a 
half cents per bushel. On the contrary, if the trafic has to be crowded into eight 
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trips out of the fifteen that the boat should make, a much-higher freight charge must 
be made. To take full advantage of the finest of all inland waterways, which has 
been improved at an expense of about $300,000,000 by the Canadian and American 
Governments, grain must be available for freights during the whole shipping season, 
so that rates may be reduced and kept at the minimum. 

The traffic must be so arranged that the boats shall be loaded with all possible 
dispatch, and the expense of about $250 per day shall be available for grain moving 
and not for lying idle in ports. 

The information given to the Commission goes to show that with the same busi- 
ness methods adopted as exist in the ore business grain could be carried just as cheaply, 
j.e. for twenty-five cents net per ton. 

Mr. Armstrona, M.P. (Chairman) then proceeded to read his memo. as follows :— 

The vesselmen have been here to protest against this legislation. They claim 
that parliament should not surround them with restrictions of any kind; that they 
should be left free to charge whatever freight or passenger rates they choose; that 
regulations as to time or place of stopping, filing of rates or traffic agreements, in 
short, no restrictions whatever should be placed on their operations. They further 
state that they are not common carriers in the same way as that term is applied to 
railways. 

Permit me to remind the Committee that the people of Canada, through their 
representatives, have spent through the Public Works Department, since Confedera- 


tion: 
Statement showing total expenditure by this Department on Harbour Works and 


improvements to navigation. (Sea coasts and inland) from Confederation té March 
31, 1913. 


Construction and repairs .. .. .. .. -... «« «. «+ 06,529,500 36 
Dredging .. .. TAL en ie 34,129,833 04 


MOtall Souerin= tele eee eeACR I oO pod OSUEeG 


This total includes the sum of. $6,845,460.34, expended from Confederation to 
June 30, 1904, for improving the River St. Lawrence Ship Channel. Cost of buoying 
and lighting since Confederation, $34,318,455 for construction and maintenance. 

The expenditure by the Department of Railways and Canals up to March 31, 
1913, $138,308,079,51. Making a total of $263,280,223.91. ; 

When the Welland Ship Canal is completed this will be increased, along with the 
other improvements under consideration at Halifax, St. John, Quebec, and Montreal, 
Vancouver and other ports, to $350,000,000. . 

In the statement of the Department of Railways and Canals, page 85, you will 
find a further amount of $1,929,021.97. This expenditure is increasing year by year 
and the charges of maintenance of operation are borne by the people. 

Vesselmen are continually asking for improvements to our harbours and rivers. 
We have a large fleet of dredges, ice-breakers and tugs continuously employed in assist- 
ing navigation. Our rivers are buoyed and lighted, wireless telegraphy and many 
other aids to navigation are maintained and operated by the people of Canada, prac- 
tically all of which are free from the vesselmen and for which they are not compelled 
to make any sacrifice. Is it unjust or unfair to ask that the public be surrounded by 
some safeguards in return for these many advantages? Is it too much for the people 
to ask that some assurance be given them that their interests will be protected and 
that whatever is done by the vesselmen is in the interest of the public. 

The vesselmen protest strongly against being controlled by the Railway Commis- 
sion and say that such control will result in increased freight rates and combinations. 
They insist that the speculative element will be removed. 
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If by placing the shipping interests under the Railway Commission, as they argue, 
means increased freight rates, why should vesselmen protest or object to this legisla- 
tion? Increased freight rates mean increased profits and as the vesselmen have 
plainly told us they are not in the business for their health alone, why should they 
object to this legislation? I am also told that increased profits will bring added com- 
petition and that more freighters will be added to the fleet. I do not believe that the 
people of Canada would object seriously to increased’ tonnage on our inland waters. 

On January 1, 1913, there were 8,380 vessels numbered on the Register Book 
of the Dominion, and the total to-day is 8,500. 

The Marine and Fisheries Department estimate that 42,490 men and boys inclusive 
of the masters, were employed on ships registered in Canada during the year 1912. 

Total tonnage through Canadian and American canals, 79,718,344 tons; 55 per 
cent of this passed through Canadian canals. 

Forty thousand four hundred and ninety-six passengers passed through Cana- 
dian canals in 19138, this being 52 per cent of the total. 

We furnish every means to assist transportation; we protect the marine interests 
from foreign shipping. 

There is nothing in the proposed measure that will in any way interfere with the 
supervision exercised by the Marine Department over steamers—this control being 
entirely in connection with the safety of navigation and the protection of seamen. 

We retain for our own vessels the exclusive right to enjoy the coasting privileges. 
It is therefore necessary in the interest of the public that the shipping interest should 
be controlled in some way by the Government and I know of no better way than to 
have them come under the control of the Board of Railway Commissioners. 

By the statement in the Bill which says from any port in Canada to any port 
out of Canada, the Board of Railway Commissioners will be able to compel the ocean- 
going vessels to file with them all trade arrangements, tolls, traffic, ete. They will, 
if thought advisable, have to file with the Board their Standard Tariffs. Similar to 
R.R. Sec. 325 they will further file from time to time any special tariffs which will 
be lower than the standard rate. There are three sets of rates. On our railroads 
very little of our commerce moves under standard tarifis. These are the tariffs which 
provide for the different rates on all the different classes in the further classification. 
The standards are valuable because they make a maximum rate, irrespective of the 
fact that very little business may move, or that carriage is expensive, but their greater 
use is in constructing the different commodity tariffs which are scaled down from the 
standard. In like manner it is used for town and distribution tariffs. These also 
are scaled down from the standard. Generally speaking, all commodities moving in 
bulk, are handled on commodity rates, which are very much lower than any standard 
rate. While the practical movement or distribution of merchandise is made from 
distributing centres under town tariffs which are again lower than the standard rates, 
town tariffs would not have ready application to the steamship business, except as 
forming part of a rail and water movement. Commodity rates would from the first 
be important, as independent carriers might well handle a large proportion of the 
grain and flour movement from terminal to terminal, or from terminal to flour mill. 
For instance, from Fort William to flour mill at Port Colborne. 

The vesselmen seriously objected to this legislation because of the competition 
likely to be brought about by the United States vesselmen. We already have restric- 
tions protecting our shipping interests from foreign competition, such as our customs 
regulations, marine laws governing shipping, which are certainly most lenient. 

Clause 358, as recommended by me, compels United States shipping interests to 
file their tariff and trade agreements when taking traffic from our ports, the books will 
be open to inspection and the Railway Commission will be in a position to better 
judge the wisdom of the statement made by the vesselmen. 
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Grain is the only commodity which the United States vessels are likely to carry 
for Canadians from the head of the lakes in large quantities. Restrictions were 
removed last year from these vessels entering our ports; no serious harm appears 
to have resulted to our vesselmen. In fact, Mr. Ferguson admitted the other day 
that he personally came to Ottawa and urged the Government to remove these restric- 
tions knowing that the Canadian fleet could not handle the grain. 

The railways which have large boats on the Great lakes for the carriage of pas- 
sengers and freight are now working under the Railway Commission in a similar way 
to the manner in which we are asking all vessels by this legislation to operate. I have 
not heard any serious objection from the railway men as to the manner in which they 
have been treated by the Railway Commission, and as they are not experiencing any 
hardships through the present arrangement why should not all other vessels be treated 
in the same manner ? 

It has frequently been stated that the Canadian vessel owners do not receive a 
reasonable return for capital invested. 

I read the following clipped from the Canadian Courier, March 5, 1914:— 


R. & O. Rumours. 
Maron 5, 1914. 


There has been some talk on the “Street” about the possibility of Mr. James 
_Playfair organizing a rival steamship enterprise to the Canada Steamship Lines. 
This does not seem to be very probable, for the steamship merger is now so 
secure, largely because of its terminal arrangements, that any new concern 
would have their difficulties. 

Some facts as to the year’s business of the R. & O. are to hand. Recently, 
Mr. James Carruthers said that the earnings would be very near the million 
mark, and it is now stated that they are $976,512. Mr. Carruthers points out 
that the different companies making up the Canada Steamship Lines would show 
net profits of $1,600,000. 

The shares of the Canada Steamship Lines are to be placed on the London 
market, it being the desire of the directors to establish a market for the securities 
before they are transferred to old R. & O. holders. Up to date $3,500,000 has 
been received from the sale of the new issue in London; the greater part of this 
has been used in settling obligations of the new merger. 


This Bill will empower the commissioners when necessary to provide a speed limit. 
For instance, on the River St. Clair the United States Government control the speed of 
vessels; on our shore no limit is enforced. Consequently vessels are forced through our 
waters at very rapid rate, and as a result the shore line is being washed away at many 
places and much property seriously damaged. 

I introduced a deputation from several townships bordering on the River St. Clair 
to the Minister of Public Works some weeks ago, asking that the shore lines and bridges 
be protected, and for retaining walls to be built that appeared to me would cost hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars. The grievances referred to by me call for a remedy. 
I believe the remedy is provided in the clause and my amendment. 

There is no law at present regulating tolls and trade agreements on our inland 
waters, other than with boats connected or controlled by our railways. 

It is the duty of this Government to provide fair regulations. 

To enable manufacturers, producers and merchants to do business on basis of 
reasonable service. 

To make steamboat owners responsible for failure of certain duties. 

To fix reasonable penalties and insure reasonable service. 

To give the Commission power to control the speed limit. 

To provide for fair and equitable treatment of all interests using our navigable 
waters. 
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Vessels which give reasonable service need not fear this law; those which do not 
give such service should be compelled to do it. 

Give shippers a fair show to secure a fair service for a fair rate. 

I regret exceedingly that this matter should have been forced on the Committee 
at such an early stage in its proceedings, because I feel that in the position in which 
I am placed as chairman, representing the House of Commons, it may be thought 
that I am taking an unfair advantage of that position as chairman and forcing my 
views on this Committee. I can assure you that nothing is further from my thoughts. 
Were I removed from the chairmanship, I would feel more free to force my views and 
opinions on the Committee than I am in the position I occupy. All I would ask is 
that this Committee will give all interests an opportunity to present their views in 
regard to this very important matter, and I am sure that it is the wish of the Com- 
mittee that whatever legislation is enacted that it will be for the general welfare of 
our people as a whole, and that this clause will be decided on its merits. Up to the 
present I have not heard anything to convince me that I am not right in proposing 
this legislation and pressing for its acceptance by the Committee, and I hope that my 
being chairman of the Committee will not prejudice the case one way or the other. 


UNITED FARMERS OF ALBERTA. 


Caucary, ALBERTA, May 28, 1914. 


J. E. Armstronc, Esq., M.P., Chairman, 
House of Commons Committee for Consolidation of Railway Act, 
Ottawa. 


Dear Sir,—I am in receipt of yours of the 20th instant, together with the copy of 
Bill No. 2 and notes on same, I thank you for your courtesy in forwarding us this 
information. 

After discussing the proposed amendments with our president and several other 
members of our executive who happened to be available, I beg to advise you that we 
are entirely in sympathy with the object of clause 358 and unanimously endorse same. 
We believe, however, that as at present worded, the clause opens the way for a legal 
action as to the extent of its meaning. 

Lines 2 and 3, clause 358, read at present, ‘extend and apply to traffic carried by 
any railway company, ete.’ We believe that to make this clause really effective it 
must be made to cover all water traffic, whether carried in boats owned by railway or 
other company or individual, and would respectfully suggest that the word ‘railway’ 
be eliminated from this clause, making it read, ‘traffic carried by any company or 
individual,’ ete., etc., or whatever amendment your committee might suggest which 
would effect the purpose hereinbefore outlined. 


Yours faithfully, 


(Sed.) P. P. WOODBRIDGE, 
Secretary. 
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Pustic—No. 260—64rH CoNGREss. 


A. BR. 15456. 


An Aet to establish a United States shipping board for the purpose of encourag- 
ing, developing, and creating a naval] auxiliary and naval reserve and a merchant 
marine to meet the requirements of the commerce of the United States within its 
territories and possessions and with foreign countries; to regulate carriers by water 
engaged in the foreign and interstate commerce of the United States; and for other 
purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That when used in this Act:— 

The term “common carrier by water in foreign commerce” means a common 
carrier, except ferryboats running on regular routes, engaged in the transportation 
by water of passengers or property between the United States or any of its districts, 
territories, or possessions and a foreign country, whether in the import or export 
trade: Provided, that a cargo boat commonly called an ocean tramp shall not be 
deemed such “common carrier by water in foreign commerce.” 

The term “ common carrier by water in interstate commerce” means a common 
carrier engaged in the transportation by water of passengers or property on the high 
seas or the Great Lakes on regular routes from port to port between one state, territory, 
district or possession of the United States and any other state, territory, district, or 
possession of the United States, or between places in the same territory, district or 
possession. 

The term “common carrier by water” means a common carrier by water in 
foreign commerce or a common carrier by water in interstate commerce on the high 
seas or the Great Lakes on regular routes from port to port. 

The term ‘other person subject to this Act” means any person not included in 
the term “common carrier by water,” carrying on the business of forwarding or fur- 
nishing wharfage, dock, warehouse, or other termina] facilities in connection with a 
common carrier by water. 

The term “person” includes corporations, partnerships, and associations, exist- 
ing under or authorized by the laws of the United States, or any state, territory, dis- 
trict, or possession thereof, or of any foreign country. 

Section 2. That within the meaning of this Act no corporation, partnership, or 
association shall be deemed a citizen of the United States unless the controlling 
interest therein is owned by citizens of the United States, and, in the case of a cor- 
poration, unless its president and managing directors are citizens of the United States 


and the corporation itself is organized under the laws of the United States or of a 


state, territory, district, or pussession thereof. 


The provisions of this Act shall apply to receivers and trustees of all persons to’ 


whom the Act applies, and to the successors or assignees of such persons. 

Section 8. That a board is hereby created, to be known as the United States Ship- 
ping Board, and hereinafter referred to as the board. The board shall be composed of 
five commissioners, to be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate; said board shall annually elect one of its members as chairman 
and one as vice-chairman. 

The first commissioners appointed shall continue in office for terms of two, three, 
four, five, and six years, respectively, from the date of their appointment, the term of 
each to be designated by the president, but their successors shall be appointed for 


terms of six years, except that any person chosen to fill a vacancy shall be appointed. 


only for the unexpired term of the commissioner whom he succeeds. 

The commissioners shall be appointed with the due regard to their fitness for the 
efficient discharge of the duties imposed on them by this Act, and to a fair representa- 
tion of the geographical divisions of the country. Not more than three of the com- 
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missioners shall be appointed from the same political party. No commissioner shall 
be in the employ of or hold any official relation to any common carrier by water oF 
other person subject to this Act, or own any stocks or bonds thereof, or be pecuniarily 
interested therein. No commissioner shall actively engage in any other business, 
vocation, or employment. Any commissioner may be removed by the President for 
inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office. A vacancy in the board shall not 
impair the right of the remaining members of the board to exercise all its powers. 
The board shall have an official seal, which shall be judiciously noticed. 

The board may adopt rules and regulations in regard to its procedure and the 
conduct of its business. 

Section 4. That each member of the board shall receive a salary of $7, 500 per 
annum. The board shall appoint a secretary, at a salary of $5,000 per annum, and 
employ and fix the compensation of such attorneys, officers, naval architects, special 
experts, examiners, clerks, and other employees as it may find necessary for the proper 
performance of its duties and as may be appropriated for by the congress. The Presi- 
dent, upon the request of the board, may authorize the detail of officers of the military, 
naval, or other services of the United States for such duties as the board may deem 
. necessary in connection with its business. 

With the exception of the secretary, a clerk to each commissioner, the attorneys, 
naval architects, and such special experts and examiners as the board may from time: 
to time find necessary to employ for the conduct of its work, all employees of the: 
board shall be appointed from lists of eligibles to be supplied by the Civil Service: 
Commission and in accordance with the civil service law. 

The expenses of the board, including necessary expenses for transportation, 
incurred by the members of the board or by its employees under its orders, in making 
any investigation, or upon official business in any other place than in the city of 
Washington, shall be allowed and paid on the presentation of itemized vouchers there- 
for approved.by the chairman of the board. 

Until otherwise provided by law the board may rent suitable offices for its use. 

The auditor for the state or other departments shall receive and examine all 
accounts of the board. 

Section 5. That the board with the approval of the president, is authorized to 
have constructed and equipped in American shipyards and navy yards or elsewhere, 
giving preference, other things being equal, to domestic yards, or to purchase, lease, 
or charter, vessels suitable, as far as the commercial requirements of the marine trade 
of the United States may permit, for use as naval auxiliaries or army transports, or 
for other naval or military purposes, and to make necessary repairs on and alterations 
of such vessels: Provided, that neither the board nor any corporation formed under 
section eleven in which the United States is then a stockholder shall purchase, lease, 
or charter any vessel :— 

(a) Which is then engaged in the foreign or domestic commerce of the United 
States, unless it is about to be withdrawn from such commerce without any intention 
on the part of the owner to return it thereto within a reasonable time; 

(b) Which is under the registry or flag of a foreign country which is then engaged 
in war; 

(ec) Which is not adapted, or can not by reasonable alterations and repairs be 
adapted, to the purposes specified in this section; 

(d) Which, upon expert examination made under the direction of the board, a 
written report of such examination being filed as a public record, is not without alter- 
ation or repair found to be at least seventy-five per centum as efficient as at the time 
it was originally put in commission as a seaworthy vessel. 

Section 6. That the President may transfer either permanently or for limited 
periods to the board such vessels belonging to the War or Navy Department as are 
suitable for commercial uses and not required for military or naval use in’ time of 
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peace, and cause to be transferred to the board vessels owned by the Panama Railroad 
Company and not required in its business. 

Section 7. That the board, upon terms and conditions prescribed by it and 
approved by the President, may charter, lease, or sell to any person, a citizen of the 
United States, any vessel so purchased, constructed, or transferred. 

Section 8. That when any vessel purchased or constructed by or transferred to 
the board as herein provided, and owned by the United States, becomes, in the 
opinion of the board, unfit for the purposes of| this Act, it shall be appraised and sold 
at public or private competitive sale after due advertisement free from the conditions 
and restrictions of this Act. : 

Section 9. That any vessel purchased, chartered, or leased from the board may be 
registered or enrolled and licensed, or both registered and enrolled and licensed, as a 
vessel of the United States and entitled to the benefits and privileges appertaining 
thereto: Provided, That foreign-built vessels admitted to American registry or enroll- 
ment and license under this Act, and vessels owned, chartered, or leased by any cor- 
poration in which the United States is a stockholder, and vessels sold, leased, or 
chartered to any person a citizen of the United States, as provided in this Act, may 
engage in the coastwise trade of the United States. 

Every vessel purchased, chartered, or leased from the board shall, unless otherwise 
authorized by the board, be operated only under such registry or enrollment and 
license. Such vessels while employed solely as merchant vessels shall be subject to all 
laws, regulations, and liabilities governing merchant vessels, whether the United 
States be interested therein as owner, in whole or in part, or hold any mortgage, lien, 
or other interest therein. No such vessel, without the approval of the board, shall be 
transferred to a foreign registry or flag, or sold; nor, except under regulations pre- 
scribed by the board, be chartered or leased. 

When the United States is at war, or during any national emergency the existence 
of which is declared by proclamation of the President, no vessel registered or enrolled 
and licensed. under the laws of the United States shall, without the approval of the 
board, be sold, leased, or chartered to any person not a citizen of the United States, 
or transferred to a foreign registry or flag. No vessel registered or enrolled and 
licensed under the laws of the United States, or owned by any person a citizen of the 
United States, except one which the board is prohibited from purchasing, shall be sold 
to any person not a citizen of the United States or transferred to a foreign registry 
or flag, unless such vessel is first tendered to the board at the price in good faith 
offered by others, or, if no such offer, at a fair price to be determined in the manner 
provided in section ten. 

Any vessel sold, chartered, leased, transferred, or operated in violation of this 
section shall be forfeited to the United States, and whoever violates any provision of 
this section shall be guilty of a misdemeanour and subject to a fine of not more than 
' $5,000 or to imprisonment of not more than five years, or both such fine and imprison- 
ment. 

Section 10. That the President, upon giving to the person interested such reason- 
able notice in writing as in his judgment the circumstances permit, may take posses- 
sion, absolutely or temporarily, for any naval or military purpose, of any vessel pur- 
chased, leased or chartered from the board: Provided, That if in the judgment of the 
President, an emergency exists requiring such action he may take possession of any 
such vessel without notice. 

Thereafter, upon ascertainment by agreement or otherwise, the United States 
shall pay the person interested the fair actual value based upon normal conditions 
at the time of taking of the interest of such person in every vessel taken absolutely, 
or if taken for a limited period, the fair charter value under normal conditions for 
such period. In case ofi disagreement as to such fair value it shall be determined by 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 397 
APPENDIX No. 2 : 


appraisers, one to be appointed by the board, one by the person interested, and a third 
by the two so appointed. The finding of such appraisers shall be final and binding 
upon both parties. 

Section 11. That the board, if in its judgment such action is necessary, to carry 
out the purposes of this Act, may form under the laws of the District of Columbia one 
or More corporations for the purchase, construction, equipment, lease, charter, main- 
tenance, and operation of merchant vessels in the commerce of the United States. 
The total capital stock thereof shall not exceed $50,000,000. The board may, for and 
on behalf of the United States, subscribe to, purchase, and yote not less than a 
majority of the capital stock of any such corporation, and do all other things in 
regard thereto necessary to protect the interests of the United States and to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. The board, with the approval ofi the President, may sell any 
or all of the stock of the United States in such corporation, but at no time shall it be 
a minority stockholder therein: Provided, That no corporation in which the United 
States is a stockholder, formed under the authority of this section, shall engage in the 
operation of any vessel constructed, purchased, leased, chartered, or transferred under 
the authority of this Act unless the board shall be unable, after a bona fide effort, 
to contract with any person a citizen of the United States for the purchase, lease, or 
charter of such vessel under such terms and conditions as may be prescribed by the 
board. 

The board shall give public notice of the fact that vessels are offered and the 
terms and conditions upon which a contract will be made, and shall invite competitive 
offerings. In the event the board shall, after full compliance with the terms of this 
proviso, determine that it is unable to enter into a contract with such private parties 
for the purchase, lease or charter of such vessel, it shall make a full report to the 
President, who shall examine such report, and if he shall approve the same he shall 
make an order declaring that the conditions have been found to exist which justify 
the operation of such vessel by a corporation formed under the provisions of this 
section. 

At the expiration of five years from the conclusion of the present European war 
the operation of such vessels on the part of any such corporation in which the United 
States is then a stockholder shall cease and the said corporation stand dissolved. The 
date of the conclusion of the war shall be declared by proclamation of the President. 
The vessels and other property of any such corporation shall revert to the board. The 
board may sell, lease or charter such vessels as provided in section seven and shall 
dispose of the property other than vessels on the best available terms and, after pay- 
ment of all debts and obligations, deposit the proceeds thereof in the treasury to its 
eredit. All stock in such corporations owned by others than the United States at 
the time of dissolution shall be taken over by the board at a fair and reasonable value 
and paid for with funds to the credit of the board. In case of disagreement, such 
value shall be determined in the manner provided in section ten. 

Section 12. That the board shall investigate the relative cost of building merchant 
vessels in the United States and in foreign maritime countries, and the relative cost, 
advantages and disadvantages of operating in the foreign trade vessels under United 
States registry and under foreign registry. It shall examine the rules under which 
vessels are constructed abroad and in the United States, and the methods of classify- 
ing and rating same, and it shall examine into the subject of marine insurance, the 
number of companies in the United States, domestic and foreign, engaging in marine 
insurance, the extent of the insurance on hulls and cargoes placed or written in the 
United States, and the extent of reinsurance of American maritime risks in foreign 
companies, and ascertain what steps may be necessary to develop an ample marine 
insurance system as an aid in the development of an American merchant marine. It 
shall examine the navigation laws of the United States and the rules and regulations, 
thereunder, and make such recommendations to the Congress as it deems proper for 
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the amendment, improvement, and revision of such laws, and for the development 
of the American merchant marine. It shall investigate the legal status of mortgage 
loans on vessel property, with a view to means of improving the security of such loans 
and of encouraging investment in American shipping. 

It shall, on or before the first day of December in each year, make a report to 
the Congress, which shall include its recommendations and the results of its investiga- 
tions, a summary of its transactions, and a statement of all expenditures and receipts 
under this Act, and of the operations of any corporation in which the United States 
is a stockholder, and the names and compensation of all persons employed by the 
board. 

Section 13. That for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of sections five 
and eleven no liability shall be incurred exceeding a total of $50,000,000, and the 
Secretary of the Treasury, upon the request of the board, approved by the President, 
shall from time to time issue and sell or use any of the bonds of the United States 
now available in the Treasury under the Acts of August fifth, nineteen hundred and 
nine, February fourth, nineteen hundred and ten, and March second, nineteen 
hundred and eleven, relating to the issue of bonds for the construction of the Panama 
canal, to a total amount not to exceed $50,000,000: Provided, that any bonds issued 
and sold or used under the provisions of this section may be made payable at such 
time within fifty years after issue as the Secretary of the Treasury may fix, instead 
of fifty years after the date of issue, as prescribed in the Act of August fifth, nineteen 
hundred and nine. 

The proceeds of such bonds and the net proceeds of all sales, charters, and leases 
of vessels and of sales of stock made by the board, and all other money received by 
it from any source, shall be covered into the Treasury to the credit of the board, and 
are hereby permanently appropriated for the purpose of carrying out the provisions 
of sections five and eleyen. 

Section 14. That no common earrier by water shall directly or indirectly— 

First. Pay, or allow, or enter into any combination, agreement, or understand- 
ing, express or implied, to pay or allow, a deferred rebate to any shipper. The term 
“deferred rebate” in this Act means a return of any portion of the freight money 
by a carrier to any shipper as a consideration for the giving of all or any portion of 
his shipments to the same or any other carrier, or for any other purpose, the payment 
of which is deferred beyond the completion of the service for which it is paid, and is 
made only if, duriug both the period for which computed and the period of defer- 
ment, the shipper has complied with the terms of the rebate agreement or arrange- 
ment. y 

Second. Use a fighting ship either separately or in conjunction with any other 
earrier, through agreement or otherwise. The term “fighting ship” in this Act 
means a vessel used in a particular trade by a carrier or group of carriers for the 
purpose of excluding, preventing, or reducing competition by driving another carrier 
out of said trade. 

Third. Retaliate against any shipper by refusing, or threatening to refuse, space 
accommodations when such are available, or resort to other discriminating or unfair 
methods, because such shipper has patronized any other carrier or has filed a com- 
plaint charging unfair treatment, or for any other reason. 

Fourth. Make any unfair or unjustly discriminatory contract with any shipper 
based on the volume of freight offered, or unfairly treat or unjustly discriminate 
against any shipper in the matter of (a) cargo space accommodations or other facili- 
ties, due regard being had for the proper loading of the vessel and the available ton- 
nage; (b) the loading and landing of freight in proper condition; or (c) the adjust- 
ment and settlement of claims. 

Any carrier who violates any provision of this section shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanour punishable by a fine of not more than $25,000 for each offence. 
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Section 15. That every common carrier by water, or other person subject to this 
Act, shall file immediately with the board a true copy, or, if oral, a true and complete 
memorandum, of every agreement with another such carrier or other person subject 
to this Act, or modification or cancellation thereof, to which it may be a party or 
conform in whole or in part, fixing or regulating transportation rates or fares; giving 
or receiving special rates, accommodations, or other special privileges or advantages; 
controlling, regulating, preventing, or destroying competition; pooling or apportioning 
earnings, losses, or traffic; allotting ports or restricting or otherwise regulating the 
number and character of sailings between ports; limiting or regulating in any way 
the volume or character of freight or passenger traffic to be carried; or in any manner 
for an exclusive, preferential, or co-operative working ‘arrangement. The term 
“aereement” in this section includes understandings, conferences, and other arrange- 
ments. ; 

The board may by order disapprove, cancel, or modify any agreement, or any 
modification or cancellation thereof, whether or not previously approved by it, that it 
finds to be unjustly discriminatory or unfair as between carriers, shippers, exporters, 
importers, or ports, or between exporters from the United States and their foreign 
competitors, or to operate to the detriment of the commerce of the United States, or 
to be in violation of this Act, and shall approve all other agreements, modifications, 
or cancellations. 

Agreements existing at the time of the organization of the board shall be lawful 
until disapproved by the board. It shall be lawful to carry out any agreement or 
any ‘portion thereof disapproved by the board. 

All agreements, modifications, or cancellations made after the organization of the 
board shall be lawful only when: and as long as approved by the board, and before 
approval or after disapproval it shall be unlawful to carry out in whole or in part, 
directly or indirectly, any such agreement, modification. or cancellation. 

Every agreement, modification, or cancellation lawful under this section shall be 
excepted from the provisions of the Act approved July second, eighteen hundred and 
ninety, entitled “An Act to protect trade and commerce against unlawful restraints 
and monopolies,” and amendments and Acts supplementary thereto, and the provisions 
of sections seventy-three to seventy-seven, both inclusive of the Act approved August 
twenty-seventh, eighteen hundred and ninety-four, entitled “An Act to reduce 
taxation, to provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes,” and 


- amendments and Acts supplementary thereto. 


Whoever violates any provision of this section shall be liable to a penalty of $1,006 
for each day such violation continues, to be recovered by the United States in a 
civil action. 

Section 16. That it shall be unlawful for any common carrier by water, or other 
person subject to this Act, either alone or in conjunction with any other person, 
directly or indirectly— 

First. ‘To make or give any undue or unreasonable preference or advantage to any 
particular person, locality, or description of trafic in any respect whatsoever, or to 
subject any particular person, locality, or description of traffic to any undue or 
unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage in any respect whatsoever. 

Second. To allow any person to obtain transportation for property at less than 
the regular rates then established and enforced on the line of such carrier, by means 
of false billing, false classification, false weighing, false report of weight, or by any 
other unjust or unfair device or means. 

Third. To induce, persuade, or otherwise influence any marine insurance com- 
pany or underwriter, or agent thereof, not to give a competing carrier by water as 
favourable a rate of insurance on vessel or cargs, having due regard to the class of 
vessel, or cargo, as is granted to such carrier or other person subject t6 this Act. 
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Section 17. That no common carrier by water in foreign commerce shall demand, 
charge, or collect any rate, fare, or charge which is unjustly discriminatory between 
shippers or ports, or unjustly prejudicial to exporters of the United States as com- 
pared with their foreign competitors. Whenever the board finds that any such rate, 
fare, or charge is demanded, charged, or collected it may alter the same to the extent 
necessary to correct such unjust discrimination or prejudice and make an order that 
the carrier shall discontinue demanding, charging, or collecting any such unjustly 
discriminatory or prejudicial rate, fare, or charge. 

Every such carrier and every other person subject to this Act shall establish, 
observe, and enforce just and reasonable regulations and practices relating to or 
connected with the receiving, handling, storing, or delivering of property. Whenever 
the board finds that any such regulation or practice is unjust or unreasonable it may 
determine, prescribe, and order enforced a just and reasonable regulation or practice. 

Section 18. That every common carrier by water in interstate commerce shall 
establish, observe, and enforce just and reasonable rates, fares, charges, classifications, 
and tariffs, and just and reasonable regulations and practices relating thereto and to 
the issuance form, and substance of tickets, receipts, and bills of lading, the manner 
and method of presenting, marking, packing, and delivering property for trans- 
portation, the carrying of personal, sample, and excess baggage, the facilities for 
transportation, and all other matters relating to or connected with the receiving, 
handling, transporting, storing, or delivering of property. 

Every such carrier shall file with the board and keep open to public inspection, 
in the form and manner and within the time prescribed by the board, the maximum 
rates, fares, and charges for or in connection with transportation between points on 
its own route; and if a through route has been established, the maximum rates, fares, 
and charges for or in connection with transportation between points on its own route 
and points on the route of any other carrier by water. 

No such carrier shall demand, charge, or collect a greater compensation for such 
transportation than the rates, fares, and charges filed in compliance with this section, 
except with the approval of the board and after ten days’ public notice in the form 
and manner prescribed by the board, stating the increase proposed to be made; but 
the board for good cause shown may waive such notice. 

Whenever the board finds that any rate, fare, charge, classification, . tariff, 
regulation, or practice, demanded, charged, collected, or observed by such carrier is 
unjust or unreasonable, it may determine, prescribe, and order enforced a just and 
reasonable maximum rate, fare, or charge, or a just and reasonable classification, 
tariff, regulation, or practice. A 

Section 19. That whenever a common carrier by water in interstate commerce 
reduces its rates on the carriage of any species of freight to or from competitive 
points below a fair and remunerative basis with the intent of driving out or other- 
wise injuring a competitive carrier by water, it shall not increase such rates unless 
after hearing the board finds that such proposed increase rests upon the changed 
conditions> other than the elimination of said competition. 


Section 20. That it shall be unlawful for any common carrier by water or other - 


person subject to this Act, or any officer, receiver, trustee, lessee, agent, or employee 
of such carrier or person, or for any other person authorized by such carrier or 
person to receive information, knowingly to disclose or to permit to be acquired by 
any person other than the shipper or consignee, without the consent of such shipper 
or consignee, any information concerning the nature, kind, quantity, destination, 
consignee, or routing of any property tendered or delivered to such common earrier 
or other person subject to this Act for transportation in interstate or foreign com- 
merce, which information may be used to the detriment or prejudice of such shipper 
or consignee, or which may improperly disclose his business transactions to a com- 
vetitor, or which may be used to the detriment or prejudice of any carrier; and it 
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shall also be unlawful for any person to solicit or knowingly receive any such 
information which may be so used. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to prevent the giving of such informa- 
tion in response to’ any legal process issued under the authority of any court, or to 
any officer or agent of the Government of the United States, or of any state, ter- 
ritory, district, or possession thereof, in the exercise of his powers, or to any officer 
or other duly authorized person seeking such information for the prosecution of 
persons charged with or suspected of crime, or to another carrier, or its duly author- 
ized agent, for the purpose of adjusting mutual traffic accounts in the ordinary course 
of business of such carriers. 

Section 21. That the board may require any common carrier by water, or other 
person subject to this Act, or any officer, receiver, trustee, lessee, agent, or employee 
thereof, to file with it any periodical or special report, or any account, record, rate, 
or charge, or any memorandum of any facts and transactions appertaining to the 
business of such carrier or other person subject to this Act. Such report, account, 
record, rate, charge, or memorandum’ shall be under oath whenever the board so 
requires, and shall be furnished in the form and within the time prescribed by the 
board. Whoever fails to file any report, account, record, rate, charge, or memoran- 
dum as required by this section shall forfeit to the United States the sum of $100 
for each day of such default. 

Whoever wilfully falsifies, destroys, mutilates, or alters any such report, account, 
record, rate, charge, or memorandum, or wilfully files a false report, account, record, 
rate, charge, or memorandum shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and subject upon 
conviction to a fine of not more than $1,000, or imprisonment for not more than one 
year, or to both such fine and imprisonment. 

Section 22. That any person may file with the board a sworn complaint setting 
forth any violation of this Act by a common carrier by water, or other person sub- 
ject to this Act, and asking reparation for the injury, if any, caused thereby. The 
board shall furnish a copy of the complaint to such carrier or other person, who 
shall, within a reasonable time specified by the board, satisfy the complaint or answer 
it in writing. If the complaint is not satisfied the board shall, except as otherwise 
provided in this Act, investigate it in such manner and by such means, and make 
such order as it deems proper. The board, if the complaint is filed within two years 
after the cause of action accrued, may direct the payment, on or before a day named, 
of full reparation to the complainant for the injury caused by such violation. 

The board, upon its own motion, may in like manner and, except as to orders 
for the payment of money, with the same powers, investigate any violation of this 
Act. 

Section 23. Orders of the board relating to any violation of this Act shall be 
made only after full hearing, and upon a sworn complaint or in pet cae insti- 
tuted of its own motion. 

All orders of the board other than for the payment of money made under this 
Act shall continue in force for such time, not exceeding two years, as shall be pre- 
scribed therein by the board, unless suspended, modified, or set aside by the board or 
any court of competent jurisdiction. 

Section 24. That the board shall enter of record a written report of every inves- 
tigation made under this Act in which a hearing has been held, stating its conclu- 
sions, decision, and order, and, if reparation is awarded, the findings of fact on which 
the award is made, and shall furnish a copy of such report to all parties to the inves- 
tigation. 

The board may publish such reports in the form best adapted for public infor- 
mation and use, and such authorized publications shall, without further proof or 
authentication, be competent evidence of such reports in all courts of the United 
States and of the states, territories, districts, and possessions thereof. 


396 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 — 


Section 25. That the board may reverse, suspend, or modify, upon such notice 
and in such manner as it deems proper, any order made by it. Upon application of 
any party to a decision or order it may grant a rehearing of the same or any matter 
determined therein, but no such application for or allowance of a rehearing shall, 
except by special order of the board, operate as a stay of such order. 

Section 26. The board shall have power, and it shall be its duty whenever com- 
plaint shall be made to it, to investigate the action of any foreign Government with 
respect to the privileges afforded and burdens imposed upon vessels of the United 
States engaged in foreign trade whenever it shall appear that the laws, regulations, 
or practices of any foreign Government operate in such a manner that vessels of the 
United States are not accorded equal privileges in foreign trade with vessels of such 
foreign countries or vessels of other foreign countries, either in trade to or from 
the ports of such foreign country or in respect of the passage or transportation 
through such foreign country of passengers or goods intended for shipment or 
transportation in such vessels of the United States, either to or from ports of such 
foreign country or to or from ports of other foreign countries. It shall be the duty 
of the board to report the results of its investigation to the President with its recom- 
mendations and the President is hereby authorized and empowered to secure by 
diplomatic action equal privileges for vessels of the United States engaged in such 
foreign trade. And if by such diplomatie action the President shall be unable to 
secure such equal privileges then the President shall advise Congress as to the facts 
and his conclusions by special message, if deemed important in the public interest, 
in order that proper action may be taken thereon. 

Section 27. That for the purpose of investigating alleged violations of this Act, 
the board may by subpcena compel the attendance of witnesses and the production of 
books, papers, documents, and other evidence from any place in the United States at 
any designated place of hearing. Subpenas may be signed by any commissioner, and 
oaths or affirmations may be administered, witnesses examined, and evidence received 
by any commissioner or examiner, or, under the direction of the board, by any person 
authorized under the laws of the United States or of any State, Territory, District, 
or possession thereof to administer oaths. Persons so acting under the direction of 
the board an@ witnesses shall, unless employees of the board, be entitled to the same 
fees and mileage as in the courts of the United States. Obedience to any such sub- 
pena shall, on application by the board, be enforced as are orders of the board other 
than for the payment of money. 

Section 28. That no person shall be excused, on the ground that it may tend to 
incriminate him or subject him to a penalty or forfeiture, from attending and testi- 
fying, or producing books, papers, documents, and other evidence, in obedience to the 
subpena of the board or of any court in any proceeding based upon or growing out 
of any alleged violation of this Act; but no natural person shall be prosecuted or sub- 
jected to any penalty or forfeiture for or on account of any transaction, matter, or 
thing as to which, in obedience to a subpena and under oath, he may so testify or pro- 
duce evidence, except that no person shall be exempt from prosecution and punish- 
ment for perjury committed in so testifying. 

Section 29. That in case of violation of any order of the board, other than an 
order for the payment of money, the board, or any party injured by such violation, or 
the Attorney General, may apply to a district court having jurisdiction of the parties; 
and if, after hearing, the court determines that the order was regularly made and 
duly issued, it shall enforce obedience thereto by a writ of injunction or other proper 
process, mandatory or otherwise. 

Section 30. That in case of violation of any order of the board for the payment 
of money the person to whom such award was made may file in the district court for 
the district in which such person resides, or in which is located any office of the 
carrier or other person to whom the order was directed, or in which is located any 
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point of call on a regular route operated by the carrier, or in any court of general 
jurisdiction of a State, Territory, District, or possession of the United States having 
jurisdiction of the parties, a petition or suit setting forth briefly the causes for which 
he claims damages and the order of the board in the premises. 

In the district court the findings and order of the board shall be prima facia 
evidence of the facts therein stated, and the petitioner shall not be liable for costs, nor 
shall he be liable for costs at any subsequent stage of the proceedings unless they 
accrue upon his appeal. If a petitioner in a district court finally prevails, he shall 
be allowed a reasonable attorney’s fee, to be taxed and collected as part of the costs 
of the suit. 

All parties in whose favour the board has made an award of reparation by a 
single order may be joined as plaintiffs, and all other parties to such order may be 
joined as defendants, in a single suit in any district in which any one such plaintiff 
could maintain a suit against any one such defendant. Service of process against 
any such defendant not found in that district may be made in any district in which 
is located any office of, or point of call on a regular route operated by, such defen- 
dant. Judgment may be entered in favour of any plaintiff against the defendant 
liable to that plaintiff. 

No petition or suit for the enforcement of an order for the payment of money 
shall be maintained unless filed within one year from the date of the order. 


Section 31. That the venue and procedure in the courts of the United States in 
suits brought to enforce, suspend, or set aside, in whole or in part, any order of the 
board shall, except as herein otherwise provided, be the same as in similar suits in 
regard to orders of the Interstate Commerce Commission, but such suits may also be 
maintained in any district court having jurisdiction of the parties. : 


Section 32. That whoever violates any provision of this Act, except where a dif- 
ferent penalty is provided, shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, punishable by fine of not 
to exceed $5,000. ‘ 


Section 33. That this Act shall not be construed to affect the power or jurisdic- 
tion of the Interstate Commerce Commission, nor to confer upon the board concurrent 
power or jurisdiction over any matter within the power or jurisdiction of such com- 
mission; nor shall this Act be construed to apply to interstate commerce. 


Section 34. That if any provision of this Act, or the application of such pro- 
vision to certain circumstances, is held unconstitutional, the remainder of the Act, 
and the application of such provision to circumstances other than those as to which 
it is held unconstitutional, shall not be affected thereby. 


Section 35. That for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and 
seventeen, the sum of $100,000 is hereby appropriated, out of any moneys in the 
Treasury of the United States not otherwise appropriated, for the purpose of defraying 
the expenses of the establishment and maintenance of the board, including the pay- 
ment of salaries herein authorized. e 


Section 36. The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to refuse a clearance 
to any vessel or other vehicle laden with merchandise destined for a foreign or domes- 
tic port whenever he shall have satisfactory reason to believe that the master, owner, 
or other officer of such vessel or other vehicle refuses or declines to accept or receive 
freight or cargo in good condition tendered for such port of destination or for some 
intermediate port of call, together with the proper freight or transportation charges 
therefor, by any citizen of the United States, unless the same is fully laden and has 
no space accommodations for the freight or cargo so tendered, due regard being had 
for the proper loading of such vessel or vehicle, or unless such freight or cargo con- 
sists of merchandise for which such vessel or vehicle is not adaptable. 


Approved, September 7, 1916. 
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The following documents were handed in by Myr. Francis King, and ordered to 
be printed in the record: 
} Kineston, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
Franois Kine, 

Chateau Laurier, 

Ottawa. 


Marine Committee Kingston Board of Trade protests against marine rates being 
controlled by Railway Commission on grounds that competition is necessary in best 
interests of Dominion. 


R. EASTON BURNS, 
Chairman. 


La CHAMBRE DE CoMMERCE DES TroIs-RivizREs 
(Tree Rivers Boarp or TRADE). 


To WHOM IT MAY CONCERN :— 

This is to certify that at a special meeting of The Three Rivers Board of Trade, 
held May 18, 1917, Mr. J. T. Tebbutt, was appointed to act as delegate of this Board 
and to co-operate with delegates of other boards in opposing the proposed amendment 
to the Railway Act to the effect that the Water Lines should come under the control 
of the Board of Railway Commissioners. 

THREE Rivers, Que., May 19, 1917. 
HENRI BISSON, 


Secretary. 
Three Rivers Board of Trade. 


QuEBEC, Que., May 21, 1917. 
Gro. Hapritt, See. Montreal Board of Trade, Montreal. 


Council of Quebec Board of Trade strongly against any Federal Legislation which - 
would have for object to put all our inland Steamship Companies under jurisdiction 
of the Board of Railway Commissioners, because our shippers would lose advantage of 
competition during season of navigation. 
(Sed.) T. LEVASSEUR. 
11.55 A.M. ‘ i 


Sarnia Boarp or TRADE, 


; Sarnta, Ont., May 19, 1917. 
To Board of Trade of Kingston, Ont. 


Ata general meeting of our board held here on Thursday, May 17, the question 
of clause No. 358 of the Bill entitled “Traffic by Water,” which reads:— 


“The provisions of this Act shall, so far as deemed applicable by the board, 
extend and apply to the traffic carried by any railway company, by sea or by 
inland water, between any ports ar places in Canada, if the company owns, 
charters, uses, maintains or works, or is a party to any arrangement for using, 
maintaining or working vessels for carrying traffic by sea or inland water 
between any such ports or places, and the provisions of this Act in respect of 
tolls, tariffs and joint tariffs shall, so far as deemed applicable by the board, 
extend and apply to all freight traffic carried by any carrier by water from any 
port or place in Canada to any other port or place in Canada.” 
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and which is suggested to be included in the consolidation of the Railway Act, was 
considered, and the following resolution was submitted to the meeting and unanimously 
carrier :— 


“That, in the opinion of this board, it is inadvisable and undesirable that 
the ‘ Traftic by water’ clause, No. 358, should be adopted. 

“That it would impose restrictions that would injure the development of 
shipbuilding and individual ship owning, and cause undue and undesirable 
restrictions on the freedom of trade and competition on the waterways, which 
should remain free to everyone, and that the president of the board be author- 
ized to so advise by wire the Dominion Government of such conclusion.” 


The telegram which was dispatched, read as follows :— 
SarniA, Ont., May 18, 1917. 


Mr. Ropiwwoux, Clerk of the Railway Committee, 
House of Commons, Ottawa. 


“Mr. Armstrong, member for East Lambton, under date May twelfth, 
wrote our board regarding clause No. 358, Traffic by Water being included in 
Bill for consolidation of Railway Act, and requested if our body intended to 
support the clause, you should be communicated with, and we beg to advise 
that the clause was discussed in general meeting last night and resolution 
unanimously passed that you would be communicated with and advised that, 
in the opinion of our board, it would not be to the best interests of Canada or 
of this community to pass any legislation which would stifle ship-building or 
owning, or interfere, hamper, or cause any change in any conditions that have 
heretofore existed in the free and unmolested traffic, carried by ships on the 
inland waterways of Canada or the high seas, which are nature’s highways, 
open and free for any one to use. 


“Sarnia Board of Trade, 
“J. L. BUCHAN, 


“ President.” 


If your board have, or intend considering this matter, and can consistently sup- 
port the decision we have arrived at, we will be pleased to have you take similar action 
and communicate by wire to that effect to Mr. Robidoux, Clerk of the Railway Com- 
mittee, House of Commons, Ottawa, as the question will be before the Dominion 
Government on Tuesday next, May 22. 


Je Lx BUCHAN: 
President. 


Bairp & BorreReELL, 
Stock, Bonp anp Grain Broker, 
Winnirec, May 17, 1917 
Mr. Roy Wotviy, 
‘Montreal Transportation Co., 
Montreal, Que. 


Dear Sirn——wWe have learned the Private Bills’ Commission at Ottawa are con- 
sidering putting under the dictation of the Railway Commission all Canadian ton- 
nage on the upper lakes, such as are carrying freight between lower and upper lake 
ports. _ 
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Any such action, we believe, would have a very decided tendency towards the 
curtailment of the building of additional tonnage. 

We have learned that considerable tonnage has been taken from the upper lakes, 
and has been put into the sea trade for war purposes. Possibly a lot of this tonnage 
will not return. The more tonnage we have on the upper lakes the more favourable 
rates would exist, by reason of increasing Canadian tonnage forcing American com- 
petition to meet fair and equitable rates. 

A great deal of money has been spent by our Government in the building up and 
expanding of Canadian channels, and providing the facilities for Canadian grain 
. especially going through Canadian channels. 

The Canadian West to-day, in my opinion, is, and will continue for some time, 
to increase rapidly in its grain producing. The more Canadian tonnage we can have 
on the lakes, the more advantageous it will be in the movement of grain from this 
country. I fear the Canadian West is going to develop in grain producing much 
faster than the Canadian channels will develop, therefore, anything that could be 
construed as against encouraging capital towards providing new tonnage, I think 
would be against the common good, and I trust this Bill now getting consideration 
at Ottawa will do nothing that would interfere with the progress of growing tonnage 
on the upper lakes. 


Yours very truly, 


BAIRD & BOTTRELL, 
per H. N. Bamp. 


E. R. Waytanp & Co., 
GRAIN, 


Winyirpec, Man., May 17, 1917. 


Mr. R. M. Woxvin, 
C/o. The Montreal Transportation Co., 
Montreal, Que. 


Dear Sir—We understand that the Private Bills Commissioners in Ottawa are 
considering a Bill which provides for vessels in Canada to be put undey the control of 
the Railway Commission. 

We have been considering this matter and really do not think that such a step 
would be of interest to the country. In a young country like this, in order to facili- 
tate its development, conditions must be made attractive for the investment of capital. 
Under present conditions our lake tonnage is being continually added to by the con- 
struction of new vessels; all of which are certainly needed, but if any new Bill is 
passed providing for the control of lake vessels by the Railway Commission, it is our 
opinion that private capital will not consider it advisable to invest further in the con- 
struction of new vessels. Further, we think that it is necessary that the lake fleet 
should be continually added to, because there is no doubt that as time goes on, the 
crops in the western part of this country are going to increase in volume very con- 
siderably, and this being the case, we will certainly require an increased number of 
lake vessels. It would seem to us therefore, that the passage of any such bill, as is 
now proposed, would have a detrimental effect on the country in general. 


Yours truly, 
KE. R. WAYLAND & Co. 


eal 
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Parrish & HEIMBECKER, 
GraIN SHIPPERS AND Exporters, 
Winnireec, Canada, May 17, 1917. 
R. M. Wotviy, Esq., ; 
C/o. Montreal Transportation Co., 
Montreal, Que. 


Dear Roy,—We learn that the Private Bills Committee at Ottawa is considering 
a Bill which provides for all vessels in Canada be put under the Railway Commission. 
As a shipper, I do not think this would be to the interest of the country, on account 
of the American boats being able to take away business from this side. I am enclos- 
ing you herewith a copy of a letter written to Mr. Robb to-day, and you might explain 
to him the numerous other reasons why it would not be well for any change to be 
made. 

Yours truly, 


NORMAN HEIMBECKER. 
NH/M. : 


May 17, 1917. 
Jas. A. Ross, Esq., 
Valleyfield, Que. 


Dear Mr. Ross,—We are informed that the Private Bills Cammittee at Ottawa 
is considering Bill 358, which provides for all vessels in Canada to be put under the 
Railway Commission, and covering vessels carrying cargoes between Canadian ports. 
Now, the American freight carriers have not been under the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and are not now. By having the Canadian boats under the Railway 
Commission it would restrict competition on the lakes, and it would also make the 
cewners hesitate about furnishing additional tonnage. We are quite aware of the fact 
that there are very few boats left in the lake trade, and no one would be inclined to 
invest any money in a boat if he would have no control over it. If the Canadian 
boats were put under the Railway Commission, the Railway Commission would no 
doubt establish rates from time to time, and the American boats would be taking the 
business. You are aware that rates fluctuate, the same as the market, as it is a case 
of supply and demand. We have written to Mr. Wolvin, who is now in the east, and 
he can explain many other reasons to you why such a change would be a mistake. 
We might further state that we are not interested in any vessels. 


Yours truly, 


PARRISH & HEIMBECKER, 
per W. P. 


GoopERHAM, Metapy & Company, LimiTep, 
Gratin AND Commission MERCHANTS, 
Winnirec, Man., May 17, 1917. 
R. M. Wotviy, Esq., 
Care Montreal Transportation Company, 
= Montreal, Que. 


Dear Sir—We understand that the Private Bill Commission is considering Bill 
No. 358, which provides for all vessels in Canada to be put under the Railway Com- 
mission, which we understand to mean the Railway Commission will have authority 
to deal with freights covering vessels between Canadian ports. 
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We have taken this matter into our most serious consideration and are of the 
opinion that such a step would not be to the advantage of the grain trade or the 
country at large, as it might mean distinction to the disadvantage of the Canadian 
vessels in competition with American vessels from Canadian ports to American ports. 

We would, therefore, protest strongly against the Railway Commission having 
anything to do with the rates on Canadian vessels, and would ask you to enter our 
protest accordingly. 


Yours very truly, 


GOODERHAM, MELADY & COMPANY, LTD., 
per H. E. Srvers. 


Winnieec, May 17, 1917. 
Mr. R. M. Wotvin, 
C/o Montreal ‘Transportation Co., 
No. 14 Place Royale, ; 
Montreal, P.Q. ‘ 


Dear Sirn—We have been advised that the Private Bills Committee at Ottawa 
are considering Bill No. 358, which provides for all vessels in Canada to be put under 
the Railway Commission that that Committee deems advisable and covering vessels 
carrying freights between ‘Canadian ports. 

In our opinion, this would be a great mistake and we deem it imperative that a 
concerted action be taken by all varieties of business affected, which includes the 
grain shipping business, to prevent the passage of this Act. 

Such an Act would practically eliminate competition on the lakes in so far as 
the movement of grain by water between Canadian Lake ports is concerned. In view 
of the fact that the bulk freighters on the American side have never been under the 
Interstate Commerce Commission control, it would place the American freighters at 
a tremendous advantage over the Canadian lake vessels. Undoubtedly, if the Canad- 
ian vessels were placed under the control of the Railway Commission of Canada, that 
Commission would establish definite and set tariffs. 

This would enable the American vessels to reduce their rates to capture all the 
business because it takes only a fraction of a cent per bushel to divert grain ship- 
ments in any large volume from one avenue of transportation to another and if the 
American route offered half a cent cheaper than the Canadian route, the traffic 
would go via American ports. 

There is indeed a grave injustice in this to the Canadian vessel owner. The 
Commission would establish fixed rates and whilst it would be impossible for the 
Canadian steamers to reduce their rates to meet competition, it would also be equally 
impossible for them to increase their rates to take advantage of a situation where 
higher rates would be gladly paid by the grain shippers. 

Therefore, the American vessels could command the traffic when rates were low 
and obtain every advantage when rates advanced. Such a situation must eventually 
discourage the enterprise of ship building and the registration of steamers under the 
Canadian ensign. 3 

We hope sincerely that this Act will not be passed as it will be greatly detrimental 
to Canadian shipping interests and there is no evidence that any advantage could .be 
gained by its passage. We believe that every legitimate effort should be made by 
those interested to prevent its passage. 


Yours truly, 
CANADA ATLANTIC GRAIN CO., LTD. 


Mosss CoHEn, 
President. 


ee r. 
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Cuaruam, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
Mr. J. E. Watsu, Chateau Laurier, Ottawa, Ont. 


Dear Sir,—We wish to call your attention to the proposed amendment to the 
Railway Act, Clause No. 358, Traffic by Water. 

The Dominion Sugar Co., who transact a very heavy shipping tonnage both by 
rail and by water, are opposed to this consolidation. Our principal reasons are as 
follows :— 

To place Canadian vessels under commission control would standardize water 
freight rates and would indicate a differential under the rail rates according to classi- 
fication, thus eliminating previous competition; for instance, the rate of freight all 
rail from Chatham to Winnipeg is similar to that from Montreal to Winnipeg although 
Chatham is 500 miles nearer Winnipeg than Montreal. When steamers are in a 
position to come to Chatham we should be favoured with a rate of freight at least 
15 cents per hundred less by water to Port Arthur thence rail to Winnipeg. If, how- 
ever, the freight tariffs of the steamship companies are placed under jurisdiction of 
the Board of Railway Commission, the Montreal rate of freight by water will be the 
same as applies to Chatham, although you can see at a glance just how much farther 
the steamers will have to travel from Montreal to reach Port Arthur than they will 
when carrying commodities from this vicinity. This condition would apply not only 
to commodities manufactured by us but also to all others. 

While the Canadian freight rates would be set by the Railway Commission as far as 
it affects Canadian vessels, the United States boats would not be so controlled. This, 
we believe, would eventually have the effect of transferring a great deal of business 
now plying by Canadian steamers to the United States steamers, as they would be in 
a position when competition becomes keen to cut rates, whereas this would be a criminal 
offence if under the control of the Canadian Railway Commission. 

It also appears to us, providing the above objections could be overcome, that it 
would be impossible to make freight rates for all steamers, in view of the difference 
in the class of boats, both as to size and also as to facilities for carrying traffic. A 
small boat would come to Chatham and Wallaceburg, if promised a full tonnage, to 
better advantage than a large boat, and, in some cases where some steamers, for 
various reasons, could carry a cargo at a fair price, other steamers would show a loss 
under similar conditions. 

Moses Conen, President. 


Altogether we consider it would not be to the best interests of Canada or of this 
community to pass any legislation placing steamships under Government control. 
Yours truly, 
DOMINION SUGAR CO., LIMITED, 
C. H. HUVNSIR, 
CHH/B. Sec’y-Treas. 


Kineston, Ont., May 21, 1917. 
Clerk of the Railway Commission, 
Ottawa, Ont. 

Dear Sir,—Our attention has been called to Bill 358 and after careful consider- 
ation we are of the opinion that the Bill would discourage the investment of private 
capital in the construction of new lake vessels and in addition to injuring the ship- 
building business we feel that it would be a detriment to Canada. 

We trust, however, that the proposal as outlined will not be carried out. 

Yours very truly, 
KINGSTON SHIPBUILDING CO., LIMITED, 
per J. F. McMinuan. 


404 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT ~ 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 
Orrawa, May 23, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 a.m. 


Mr. J. A. Rircnte, K.C., appeared for the All Canada Fire Insurance Federation. 

Mr. W. H. Curte appeared for the Canadian Pacific Railway. 

Mr. F. H. Curysver, K.C., and Mr. W. C. Cutsnotm for the Grand Trunk. 

The Cuamman: The railway experts are here this morning and we will commence 
with clause 302. We have set aside to day for the railway men. Whom do you wish 
to call first, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I will ask Mr. W. D. Robb, superintendent of the Motive 
Power of the Grand Trunk to make a statement. 

The GuairmAn: We are dealing with Section 302. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: This section was proposed by the brotherhood, I understand. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It is proposed by the brotherhoods that there should be added 
to Section 302 the following words: 


That every locomotive engine shall be equipped and maintained with an 
ashpan that can be dumped or emptied without the necessity of any employee 
going under such locomotive. 


It is proposed to add that section to 302, although it might be added in another 
place more conveniently. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is printed in part 5 of our proceedings. To save time, 
Mr. Robb need not be examined about this. We have very little to say in regard to 
it, but Mr. Robb is here and can give any information the Committee desire upon 
this particular proposal. The companies say that rule is in force today, that every 
locomotive shall be equipped with an ashpan that can be dumped or emptied without 
the necessity of any employee going under such locomotive. The Board made an 

‘order some years ago, and Mr. Robb says it is in force and it is observed, and they 
have no objection to it. Our only objection to it is that it is adding a section to the 
Railway Act that is already covered by the general power given to the Board to make 
regulations with regard to equipment. I will ask Mr. Robb a few questions. As to 
this rule being observed by your company, what do you say? 


Mr. Rozs: Well, we are observing the rule, and if at any time there should be 
any departure from it in any way, and the appliances get out of order, the railway 
inspectors take the matter up with the inspectors at the terminals, and the matter is 
taken up with the Board. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Is there any engine that is not equipped ? 

Mr. Ropes: No, none, there is some kind of device in the large engines that can 
be dumped, and in the smaller engines they are equipped with a blower, which serves 
the same purpose, and can be worked without the men going under the engine. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: I propose to put this statement on the evidence, and leave 
the Committee to decide the matter. We have no objection to the enactment but we 
say it is there already. Then there is a proposal about the inspection which is not 
in the Bill, a proposal of the employees, which appears in No. 5 of the Committee’s 
proceedings, page 72, with regard to locomotive inspection. Of course the men have 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 405 


APPENDIX No. 2 


not asked strictly that that be made a part of this bill. I scarcely think the Govern- 
ment would undertake to make it part of the bill without considering it, but in effect 
the system is in force already under the regulations as to the equipment of locomotives. 
Will you tell us, Mr. Robb, what is the practice now with regard to inspection of loco- 
motives ? 

Mr. Ross: Well, the locomotives are being inspected by the engineers and also 
by the shop staff, and in addition to that the Railway Commission have their inspector 
to inspect these engines, and while the boiler shop rules, which were introduced some 
years ago by the Railway Board, covered the inspection of the boilers, they have 
extended their inspection, and while I understand there is no order given, at the 
same time they inspect the whole of the locomotive, just as called for there, when they 
get down to these different terminals. They do not confine themselves to boilers. 
They inspect all the engine, and any irregularity or anything that has come to their 
notice has been attended to, just the same as if they had an order. It is the rule to 
inspect all these engines. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: At page 72 of the proceedings of the committee there is a 
draft bill with regard to inspection. 

Mr. Macponeti: Are you referring to section 302-B? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, page 72 of No. 5 report. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is marked 302-B there. Mr. Robb will answer any ques- 
tions the committee desire to ask when I get through with my examination, but our 
position with regard to that section simply is that it is entirely unnecessary. The 
Board have power under the general section, which I will come to in a moment, No. 
289, to make orders which will cover the inspection of locomotives, but I will ask you, 
Mr. Robb, as to the inspection of the locomotives by the companies? 


Mr. Rogge: Well, the locomotive inspection by the companies is that the engineers 
inspect their own engines at the different terminals along the right of way, along the 
railroad, when they have time, and when they come to the terminal they deliver their 
engine. Before leaving the engine they make a general inspection of it—that is the 
part which they can see. The other parts of the locomotives—if it is a modern loco- 
motive—cannot be possibly handled by the engineer, unless they are over a pit, and 
they are not over a pit at all times; but the engineer just inspects—and it is an agree- 
ment between the engineers and the company that they shall inspect—the engine on 
the outside, make a general inspection, and after that the under part of the engine 
is inspected by the company inspector after it comes into the terminal, before it is 
allowed to go out into the service again. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: What is the character of the inspection made by the Board? 
How is it carried out? 

Mr. Ross: Well, the Board have their inspector who has certain districts, and 
they visit our terminals from time to time. They do not have an inspector who stays 
there all the time, and they come to visit the terminals unexpectedly, and the inspector 
goes over all the engine at the terminal. He inspects any and every part he likes, 
and where he finds defects he takes them immediatly to the man in charge to have 
rectified, which would have been reported by the engineer or our inspector, and, in 
addition to that, he makes a report to the Board, and the Board sends that report, 
showing the number of matters that the inspector has found to the company, send it 
direct to me, and then I take it up with the master mechanic, to have these remedies 
made right, if they have not been attended to. 


Mr. Macponetu: Does this inspection by the Board take place at any terminal 
point in Canada? 

Mr. Ross: Yes, any terminal point at all. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Inspectors come without notice? 

Q—284 
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Mr. Roszs: Yes. 

Mr. Macponett: What is the objection to making it a regulation? 

Mr. Green: What is the objection to making it part of the statute? 

Mr. Roze: It would necessitate considerable additional expenditure on the part 
of the Company, because in addition to appointing inspectors the drawing up of a 
lot of reports, and so on, will be necessary that we do not have to at the present 
time. 

The CHamMAN: You mean reports to the Board? 

Mr. Rose: Yes, reports to the Board and reports that we have to make out our- 
selves, forms that we have to make out, and so on. 

Mr. Green: Would not the inspection be much more thorough? 

Mr. Ross: There would certainly be much more of it, that is ‘true. There would 
be much more of it, and probably to watch the matter more carefully would necessi- 
tate the appointment of additional inspectors on the part of the Railway Company. 

Mr. Nispirr: When the Board’s Inspector goes to your roundhouses, does he 
inspect all the engines that are there? 

_ Mr. Rops: Yes, as a rule. He inspects the engines inside and outside, he goes. 
over them all. 


The CuHairman: There is no particular objection then to the amendment being 
added ? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Our objection to things of this class is not that you are 
giving more power to the Board, we do not object to that, but to the double-barrelled 
supervision provided by Act of Parliament and the Board. For example, if the 
Board does not do something you pass an amendment saying that the Board must 
do it. Where a matter is already in the hands of the Board we think there should not 
be additional legislation covering the same machinery and the same powers. * As it is 
at present, if the Board finds out there are mistakes in regulations, they can correct 
them. If Parliament makes a mistake in its enactments that mistake is not so easily 
corrected; it takes some time at all events, to find it out. ‘That is an objection on 
principle. It is not made with respect to this particular feature because we think 
it is already covered, or already in the hands of the Board. 

Mr. Nessirr: Mr. Robb says that the engineer on coming in with his locomotive 
Las the right to inspect it. Suppose he finds there is something wrong, what course 
is then followed? 


My. Ross: Then the engineer goes to the office, where he enters the matter in 
a repv:t book kept for that purpose. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is the engineer’s duty to do that? 


Mx. Nespitt: Is it absolutely necessary, then, for the Company to repair the 
defect. fovnd hefore they send some one else out with that engine? 


Mr. Ross: Yes, the engineer making the discovery, books the repair work which 
has to be done. The Company is supposed to do that work, and it is attended to 
before the engine goes out again. 

Mr. Nessirr: If the Company do no make repairs has the engineer a right to 
refuse to go out again with that engine? 


Mr. Ross: No, he has not the right to refuse, it all depends upon the work that 
needs to be done. If he came in and reported one of the driving wheels was gone 
he would have the right to refuse to take the engine out, and he would not be asked 
to take it out. But if he came in and stated that he wanted the right driving box 
examined because of knocking, and it was examined, and found that there was only 
a very slight knock, the engine would go out just the same, because to do that work 
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we would have to bring the engine in and take out the wheels, whereas the engine 
might be capable of running two or three weeks before it would be necessary to 
do that work, there being only a slight knock in the wheel. There are different 
kinds of work on locomotives. There might be something to the tender wheels rising 
to a sharp flange. Well, the foreman looks at it. He is a competent man, and he 
says “That wheel is all right, we will run another trip or two. Go ahead and run her”. 
In that case the engineer would not think of refusing to take that engine out. 

Mr. Nessirt: Then it depends on the nature of the defect? 

Mr. Ross: Absolutely on the nature of the defect on the locomotive. 

Mr. Nespitr: As to whether he is supposed to take out his engine or not. 

Mr. Robb: Yes. Another man may come in and say “My crosshead requires 
lining up”. The foreman looks at it and says, “That is very little, it is only one 
sixteenth of an inch. We will allow that engine to run until it gets to one-eighth 
of an inch. You can run another two trips with that engine”. In that case also 
the engineer would be perfectly satisfied to take the engine out and would not think 
ct hesitating in so doing. 

Mr. Carvett: Suppose the proposed amendment becomes law, wherein will 
it alter the conditions from what you have described? 

Mr. Ross: It would simply mean the imposition of additional expense on the 
Company by compelling them to appoint additional inspectors. 

Mr. Carvett: That is not the point. Take the illustration you gave of the lining 
up of the crosshead. What you have said is not applicable to that. 

Mr. Rozss: But the Board’s inspectors have to look after the work on all these 
engines, as well as the inspectors of the Railway Company, and they make their reports 
from time to time. 

Mr. Srvcuair: This proposed appointment of official inspectors is a new proposi- 
tion, is it not? i 

Mr. Rogs: Yes, it is a new proposition in Canada. It is outside inspection, and 
everything else, of the locomotive, although I may say it is being enforced to-day by 
the Railway Board. 

Mr. Stycuarr: Do the Board’s inspectors make this inspection ? 

Mr. Rope: Yes, they form part of the staff of the Railway Board, and their 
inspection is not limited to any single part of the engine. 

Mr. Sivcuam: Have the Railway Board got a regular staff of inspectors? 

Mr. Ross: Yes, a regular staff of inspectors. 

Mr. Stncnarr: What is proposed here provides for 30 different inspectors. What 
is the number they now have? 

Mr. Rozgs: I do not know how many they have, but there are inspectors who take 
in certain districts on all the railways. 

Mr. Srvcuam: How are those inspectors paid ? 

Mr. Rogss: They are paid by the Board, they are on the regular staff, and, as I 
said before, they are not limited to the boiler or any single part of a locomotive. They 
inspect and report on every part of the locomotive and bring its condition to the atten- 
tion of the Board or to the attention of the railway company. 


Mr. Macnoneti: Do the Board’s inspectors inspect the rolling stock as well as the 
locomotives? 

Mr. Ross: All rolling stock is inspected. 

Mr. MacponELL: What I have in mind is this: We are asked here to make a 
very important amendment to the Railway Act and which apparently has much to 
commend it, but it seems to me that if we are going to establish a new branch of the 


408 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Railway Board it should have a usefulness in addition to and beyond the inspection of 
locomotives only. If an inspection is desirable in the case of locomotives it is equally 
desirable with regard to all other equipment and rolling stock. We may be called upon 
from year to year to provide for inspection of other rolling stock, and I really think if 
we are dealing with the matter now we might as well deal with it on the basis of a 
thorough inspection of all rolling stock by the Board. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is all being done at present. 

Mr. Macnoneti: That is what I am trying to get at. 

‘The Cuamman: Do you think, Mr. Robb, that this inspection is already covered ? 

Mr. Ross: Yes, sir, it is already covered. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: The inspection of rolling stock is part of the duty of the 
officers of the Board. Under paragraph (g) of section 289, the Board has power to 
make orders and regulations, “with respect to the rolling stock, apparatus, cattle guard- 
appliances, signals, methods, devices, structures and works.” 

Mr. Macponeti: This section we are considering deals exclusively with the in- 
spection of locomotives. 

The Cuamman: Mr. Blair, the legal representative of the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners, should be able to explain whether the inspection work that is called for 
is now covered completely. Would it not be wise to get an expression of opinion from 
him ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C. (to Mr. Robb): Do I understand that when an engineer 
comes in he makes an inspection of his engine? : 

Mr. Ross: Yes, sir. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: If he finds anything wrong, is his recommendation carried 
out 2 

Mr. Ross: Yes, sir. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Always? 

Mr. Ross: No, I would not say always. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Who should be the better judge as to that? 

Mr. Ross: The foreman in charge of the terminal. 

Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: He does not have to go out on the engine? 

Mr. Ross: That is true, but he knows what work should be done. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C:: It may sometimes be only a slight defect, but the engineer 
may report something more serious. 

Mr. Ross: We have 1,500 engineers who have an intimate knowledge of the loco- 
motives they are operating. If it was thought that the company were sending out 
engines in a defective condition, would you not think I would have recéived a com- 
plaint from those men ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would think so. 

Mr. Ross: I have yet to receive a personal complaint from these engineers that 
the work reported on has not been attended to. If the engineer knows his business he 
is just as well aware of the condition of the engine as the foreman is, and he knows 
whether the engine should or should not go out. It is not always the same engineer 
who reports a defect in a locomotive, who goes out again with that locomotive, it may 
be another man. However, that man would also know the work required to be done 
and when he goes to the engine he sees as quickly as that (illustrating by gesture) 
whether he should or should not go out. If he feels he should not go out, he reports 
to the foreman and if the foreman agrees with the engineer the needed work is done 
Then, if he fancies he is all right the engine goes out. 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Does the same engineer who made the report in the first 
place go out again with the engine? 


Mr. Ross: He may not see her at all before she goes out on her next trip, he 
may be home asleep. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: And another man may go out with the engine. 

Mr. Rops: Yes. He sees what work has been booked to be done. He jumps on 
the engine and quickly determines if there are any defects, what they amount to and 
whether the engine can go out again or not. 

Mr. Macponretu: You say that the inspection of the engine includes inspection 
of the boiler. 

Mr. Ross: Yes, for any parts that are visible. 

Mr. MacponeE.Lv: Then supposing we pass the legislation asked for here, inspec- 
tion by the Board will include the boiler of the engine. 

Mr. Ross: The inspection of the boiler is already covered. 

Mr. Macponett: Do you say that the provision asked for here, if passed, includes 
the inspection of the boiler. 

Mr. Ross: As I understand, it includes inspection of the engine. Inspection 
of the boiler is already covered by the Board. 

Mr. Nespirr: As a matter of practice, while inspection of the boiler is covered 
by the Board, it also extends to examination of every part of the engine. 

Mr. Rogs: No doubt in the world. If the order asked for here were to go into 
force, and you put on inspectors to inspect the locomotives, undoubtedly they would 
report on the boiler as well as the engine, notwithstanding the fact that inspection of 
the boiler is already taken care of by them. In inspecting an engine they would direct 
their attention to the boiler just as much as they would to any other detail of the 
engine. 

Mr. Carvery: Under present conditions, if one of these inspectors should report 
that there was some defect in an engine, would you take the engine out and remedy 
that defect? 

Mr. Ross: Yes, in some cases. The inspectors to-day have the power to stop loco- 
motives from running, and they do stop them. They have the power to go into a 
terminal and say “This engine is defective”. The foreman may say “I think she will 
run another trip”. The inspector then can say “No, that engine cannot go out”. In 
that case we cannot send that engine out and we would not do so. 

My Carvett: How much further does the proposed legislation go than the present 
law? 

Mr. Rops: It doés not go any further in the present law, except that you would 
put more inspectors on. That is the only new thing I see about it. As far as I am 
able to judge, the new inspectors would not have any more power than the present 
inspectors enjoy. 

The CuairmaN: Is it necessary to put on more inspectors? 

Mr. Ross: I do not think so. 

The CuammAn: Do you think that the present inspectors cover the work? 

Mr. Rogs: Yes, sir, I do. 

Mr. Carver: Do you say that is true of other railroads? 

Mr. Ropes: I would say the same is true of all railroads. 

Mr. Sivciam: Are you not able to tell us what increase in the staff of inspectors 
would be involved? 

Mr. Rose: I could not do that in the case of all the other railroads, but I can 
tell you what it would mean to our company. 
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Mr. Sincuam: What would it mean to you? 

Mr. Ross: It would represent an additional expenditure of about $70,000 a year 
by the Grand Trunk Company to meet the situation. 

Mr. Sivcia: But these inspectors are paid by the Board. 

Mr. Ross: The Company would have to put on additional inspectors as well. It 
would also involve the preparation of a new lot of forms. 

Mr. Srvcram: You say that if the Board were to appoint additional inspectors 
you would have to increase your inspectors also? 

Mr. Ross: Yes, sir, and it would mean an additional expenditure of $70,000. The 
Board would need a lot more inspectors, and they would visit our terminals far more 
frequently. There would be all these new forms to make out and we would have to 
have additional inspectors as well. 

Mr. Carvett: Would it occur to you that you would save $70,000 in repairs? 

Mr. Ross: I cannot see where we would save it. I do not know whether we would 
do any more than we are doing to-day. We have to move the business that olfers. 

The Cuarrman: What is the next section you wish to consider, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: Section 311, to be found on page 119. That is a proposal 
of the Railway Associations and we agree with the representations, except as to the 
wording of the language. What do you say as to that, Mr. Robb? 

Mr. Rose: I do not feel that a man is necessary on the back of the tender any 
more than he would be standing on the pilot of the locomotive. The engineer and 
fireman can look back and see the rear end of the tender and find out if there is any 
obstruction on the track, the same as if they were on the front end of the engine. 

Mr. Cuisuoim, K.C.: My suggestion is to strike out the words in the second line 
of section 311, “moving forward in the ordinary manner.” The uncontradicted 
evidence of all the railway men is that an engine moving forward reversely is just as 
useful, so far as the purpose of seeing anything in front is concerned, as going in 
the ordinary way. So that, in addition to striking out the words they proposed, “ 
of the tender, if that is in front”, if you strike out in the third line after the word 
“engine” the words “moving forward in the ordinary manner” it would meet the 
case. So that it would mean when any train was not headed by an engine somebody 
would have to be in front of it. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That seems reasonable. 


Section, as amended, adopted. 


Mr. Curysier, K.O.: I will ask Mr. Bowker a question. What is your position? 

Mr. C. G. Bowker: General superintendent, eastern lines of the Grand Trunk. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If the committee will look at section 284, subsection 5, 
we will dispose of that. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: That is the packing? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. Mr. Pope and the railways agree that that is not 
necessary. Mr. Bowker will say, if the committee desires any information about it, 
that there are only very rare cases in which the company would desire to leave out 
the packing in winter time, It would only be owing to the track being destroyed, or 
some accident of that kind. and they are quite satisfied if the committee agree that 
subsection 5 should be struck out. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That was the suggestion of the brotherhood. 
The CHarman: That was your suggestion Mr. Peltier? 
‘Mr. Petter: Yes. 
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Mr. Scorr, K.C.: Mr. Payne, of the New York Central, tells me that on his road 
they consider it necessary to take out the movable frog in switches, or movable filling 
in switches, during the winter months. I have asked him two or three times about 
that and he seems positive about it. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I daresay Mr. Bowker can give information about that. 

The Wirness: Is it the frog or the switch point? 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: The switch point. 


The Wirness: We have never had to do it with the switch point. I cannot 
remember any case where we have had to do it. I think our climatic conditions, so 
far as snow and ice are concerned, in Montreal are probably worse than anything the 
New York Central ever experienced. 


Mr. Scorr, K.C.: The New York Central rums around the Adirondacks, and 
they say they take out those points because if they didn’t they could not keep the 
place clean in which they have to move, and it might mean the switch would not work, 
or there might be a derailment. If the Canadian Pacifie Railway does not find that 
difficulty on their line, it seems odd the New York Central should, but certainly that 
is the position of the New York Central. 

Mr. Lawrence: This section does not apply to the switch point at all. It has 
nothing to do with the switch point. 

Mr. Carveti: It is designed to prevent an animal or a man catching his heel in 
the frog. 

Mr. Scort, K.C.: There is a point that runs in that is movable, that fills up the 
space between the rails and the switch, and that is movable, and what they tell me is 
that they have to take that point out in winter on the New York Central. 

Mr. Lawrence: That has nothing to do with this subsection. 

Mr. Nespitt: Do they have packing in that switch point? 


Mr. Scort, K.C.: That point forms a packing between the rails, where the rails 
run together in this switch. I think the section applies. 


Mr. Pettier: It is like an old bootjack. You simply put enough in there to 
prevent a man’s foot being caught, and the guard rail is somewhat of a similar arrange- 
ment; it forms somewhat of a bootjack and enough of it is filled to prevent a man’s 
foot getting in there. 


Mr. Scorr, K.C.: It seems to me it would come within this section, and if it is 
necessary to take that point out in winter, as I am told it is on our line, then subsec- 
tion 5 is necessary to give the Board power to make the order. 

Mr. Peirier: If that is struck out, and they find that it would be in the public 
interest to order the refilling of the frog, they could do it. We are simply asking that 
that be struck out, and not that frogs be left open. The railway Board will have all 
the authority in that respect which they have now. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: Would they 4 

Mr. Petrrer: Yes. 

Mr. Scort, K.C.: Subsection 5 gives them power to suspend it. If subsection 
5 is struck out, surely the section cannot be suspended by the Board. 

Mr. Peurrer: Under the other clause the Board has the right to order anything 
in the public safety or for the safety of the employees. 

Subsection struck out, and Section adopted. 


On Section 289, paragraphs H, I and J, Operation and Equipment-—orders and 
regulations of Board. i 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I wish to say a word with respect to Paragraphs H, I and 
J, particularly H and J. Paragraph I is an old section designating the number of men 
to be employed on the train. 

The Cuamman: I have it marked as passed. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: We do not object so much to “I,” except to the principle in 
“AH” and “I,” as to designating the number of men and the length of the section, 
and the number of employees that should be employed. We say that that in the first 
place is part of the general management of the company, for which the company 
itself is responsible, that it is not a matter that should be interfered with by the 
Board, and another very large reason, covering almost the whole ground, is that these 
matters are as a rule covered by the agreements with the employees, the trackmen, 
the locomotive engineers, the firemen, and trainmen. 

Mr. Macponett: The Board could effect any arrangement of that kind. 


Mr. Crrysuer, K.C.: They could. 

Mr. Macponeti: This would apply to cases where they could not. 

Mr. Nespirt: It is not likely the Board would interfere with any arrangement 
between the company and the employees as to the number of hours and number of 
persons, but if they did, I do not see any harm in leaving it in. Any Board would 
inquire into it very carefully, and I do not think would interfere in any arrangement. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: That is as to the number of men 

Mr. Nessirt: Yes. 

Mr. Curyster, WX.C.: That is true as to paragraph “1.” There was no very great 
objection to that in the Act before, and we worked with it, and we ‘will let it go if the 
Committee think it ought to stand, but we have that objection to the principle of the 
thing. With regard to “H” I want to ask Mr. Bowker a question. 

Mr. Carvett: Have you any objection to paragraph “1?” 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not think that alters the effect of it. 

The CHairMan: So far as the Committee is concerned you are willing to allow 
“JT” to pass? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, but I do not want my acceptance of paragraph “I” to 
be used as an argument in regard to accepting paragraph “ H.”, 

The CHammMan: Then paragraph “I” 

’ By Mr. Curyster, K.C.: With respect to the length of sections required to be 
kept in repair by employees of the company, what is the system with regard to the 
maintenance of track ? 

Mr. Bowker: We have a limited number of men on every section, but we have no 
maximum number. The number of men to work on a section of track, whatever your 


is carried. 


section might be, say six miles in length, depends entirely on the condition of the 


track. It might be that on certain days in the year that section would require four 
or five men, and the other sections would not require more than two men. Therefore, 
we have a minimum number of men; that is two men on main lines and branch lines 
where ‘we have a lot of traffic, and the foreman and one man in the winter. 

Mr. Sryciair: What is a section ? 


Mr. Bowker: Our main line, double track section, is four miles, except in large 
towns like Oshawa and Cornwall, and places of that kind, where there are lots of side 
tracks to look after, where the section is reduced. On our main line single track we 
have six mile sections, and I do not think that is a matter which can be regulated by 
anyone except the man who is on the ground. We have had, since the war was on, 
considerable trouble in keeping men on sections, especially sections adjacent to towns 
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where munition works were located and different industries were paying a high scale 
of wages, which the railway companies could not meet. The result is that those sec- 
tions have been down below their minimum, but we have sent in extra gangs, probably 
fifteen or twenty or thirty, to go over that entire section, and in a few days put it in 
first-class condition. After that has been done in the spring time, you do not have 
very much work to do. It is a condition to be met on the ground, and the men on the 
ground can meet that condition. There is nobody as much interested in keeping the 
track in a safe condition as the railroad officials. 

Mr. Nessirr: That seems to be absolutely true, but what harm does it dato allow 
the Railway Board to intervene, in case it is considered necessary? It is not likely 
that they would bother with your regular management of it without some complaint. 

Witness: It is like employing a Thiel detective to watch a conductor. He has got 
to find something or lose his job. If they get that power they will interfere. J know 
positively that nobody can give that track the attention the railway officials can and 
will give it. 

Mr. Nessitt: So far as my experience has gone I think the man in charge—I for- 
get what you call the man who rides up and down ! 


Mr. Bowker: Supervisor, some cal] him, and some call him roadmaster. 

Mr. Nespirr: As far as my experience goes, I think the roadmasters are very 
capable men and look after the work carefully. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There is a section foreman? 

Mr. Bowker: Yes, on each six-mile section, and he is responsible for that part 
of the track. 

The CuarrMaN: You think the Board might interfere with the operation ? 

Mr. Bowker: I think they would at some time interfere. I think a case was 
brought up before the Board some couple of years ago in connection with some arrange- 
ment of the section in the west, I forget just what that was. 

Mr. Macponretu: Had there not been complaints from time to time—I have heard 
them and seen some of them in the press—about an insufficient number of men being 
on a section, or sections being too long for the number of men employed ? 

Mr. Bowker: I have seen those things in the papers. 

Mr. MAcponeti: From a railway point of view do you know of any complaint by 
the public or the railway employees at these points? 

Mr. Bowker: No, sir. 

Mr. Macponett: I have seen a good deal of it in the press. 

The CuatrmMan: What has Mr. Lawrence to say? 

Mr. Lawrence: It is largely on account of the maintenance of way employees 
that this matter came up. Of course it is in the interests of the trainmen that the 
safety of the roadbed should be looked after. What Mr. Bowker has said I think is 
true. I do not think he has said anything that is not true. There has not been a 
complaint against them, but there have been complaints against other roads. I have 
not the communications with me, but I have copies of communications, where there 
was a complaint about a frog. Two men had 15 miles of track to look after. That 
is an isolated case, but at the same time nobody can say that that is a safe practice. 

The CHAIRMAN: But Mr. Bowker told us they sent in certain groups of men to 
assist them. 

Mr. Lawrence: In this case there is no person to assist them, during the winter 
time particularly, to look after that same section. These section men were here the 
other day, but this matter was postponed, and the section men went away, but they 
had a number of cases like that. They made application to the Railway Board two 
or three years ago, but the Commission ruled at that time that they did not have any 
jurisdiction. It has been stated here that they wished the Board to look after some 
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things. They think it is proper for them to do so. Would this not be a good thing 
to leave to them, so that if there was a complaint it could be investigated, and the — 
Board give a decision in the matter. That is all they ask for as I understand. I do 
not think it is an unreasonable request. : 

Mr. Nessirr: That is the way it struck me exactly. 

Mr. Macponett: As you make operation and equipment the subject of the direc- 
tion of the Railway Board, this seems to be an integral part of that, and the Board 
need not interfere except in cases where the matter is brought to their attention. I 
think it would be a good thing to give them the power, as called for in this draft. 

Mr. Nessirr: Section 289 starts off with the words, “the Board may”. 


Mr. Macponett: Yes. 

Mr. Carvett: Is there not a possibility of our taking the entire management of 
these railroads out of the hands of the companies? Will the company not come back 
on the Government and say, “We want compensation because we cannot run our trains 
properly” ? 

Mr. Nespirt: There is a good deal in that argument. 

Mr. Carveti: I am afraid we are disposed to practically expropriate the rail- 
ways. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We have to trust to the Railway Commission to be just 
and fair in all things. 

Mr. Macponetit: They have been just and fair so far. 

Mr. Carvett: I have great faith in the Railway Board, and I feel like putting 
large powers in their hands, but this seems to me to be something that should be under 
the control of the railway company. It is only fair to assume the railway company is 
doing the best they can. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The Board would not interfere if they were doing right. 

Mr. Carvett: You know there are railway companies and railway companies. 
Unfortunately, there are some of them that are not C. P. R.’s, and the Board might 
make orders that it would be impossible for them to carry out. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: While you were speaking, Mr. Bowker pointed out the 
responsibility of the company if anything went wrong with the track. They had to 
stand the consequences. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I know, but the condition of the track involves more than 
merely considering the company. There is the risk of danger to life that ought to 
be safeguarded in every possible way. 

Mr. CurystEer, K.C.: In practice that is all in the power of the Board now. 
If a track is out of repair the Board may order the company to repair it. We think 
the method of doing: so is a matter we should have control of; but we are bound to 
keep the track in repair. 

Mr. Petrier: I would like to speak for three or four minutes on this subject. 

The Cuamsan: Very well, proceed and let us know what you have got to say. 

Mr. Pevrier: ‘To begin with, more important than the condition of the rolling 
stock or the locomotives, or the manning of trains, is the necessity of having a road- 
bed capable of carrying everything that goes over the grade with reasonable safety. 
There is no complaint about some of the railways, and with those the Board will not 
interfere. Those railways that are complained of ought to be controlled, and I think 
every railroad man knows that one of the chief causes perhaps of negligence is the 
competition among officers on different sections for a reduction of expenses. I have 
seen a General Superintendent who had been appointed for a whole Division go 
cver his line sitting at the rear end of his car, and when he landed up at his office 
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he cut expenses in two and left sections without a man, in order to make a record. 
This is the way these matters work out in practice. As J have said before, this is 
not a reflection against railway officers, they are human, like the rest of us, an 

they want to get along. As to the statement of one of the gentlemen who have 
been heard here, that there are times when there are a large number of men employed 
on a section. That is the case in the spring, but what we are concerned with here 
are the regular crews. The provision sought to be enacted would prevent any officer 
of the railway who desired to make a better showing to his management, from drastic- 
ally cutting down the number of men employed in looking after the roadbed, the 
number considered necessary in the interests of safety, without the permission of 
the Board. The safe condition of the roadbed is the very foundation of all the 
requirements which the Board have to look after. That is all I have got to say. 


Mr. Bowxrr: I do not know Mr. Peltier, and I must say I am very much 
surprised to hear what he has said in regard to cutting down the expenses of rail- 
roads. I do not know of a General Superintendent in Eastern Canada today who is 
not continually urging the executive officer above him in order to get more money. 


Mr. Carvett: JI think that is very common, I think you are right in that 
statement. 

Mr. Bowker: Furthermore, to-day I am spending $350,000 that I have not got 
an appropriation for. Mr. Peltier is doubtless referring to a period about 25 or 30 
years ago when such things used to be done on railroads. 


Mr. Cuisnorm, K.C.: He has not railroaded since. 
Mr. Petrier: They are doing it to-day. 


Mr. Bowser: As far as the extra going over of sections to put them in condition 
is concerned, every four or six miles is gone over and put in good condition in the 
spring, which should necessitate very little work on that section throughout the 
rest of the season. 


Mr. Carveti: It depends on the trafic. 

Mr. Bowker: No, not entirely on the traffic, it depends on the condition of the 
roadbed. The great improvements effected on railroads have vastly improved condi- 
tions compared with what they were twenty years ago. Heavier rails have been laid 
and additional security obtained by the adoption of rail anchors and tie plates. 


The CHairman: If these amendments were passed, would it involve the railway 
companies in-much additional expense, in your estimation? 


Mr. Bowker: It depends entirely on what action the Board is going to take. 


Mr. Best: TI hope the committee will not consider cutting out paragraph (h). It 
is most important that some authority should regulate this matter. 


Mr. Macitran: For whom do you speak ? 


Mr. Best: I am speaking in the interest of the employees and of the travelling 
public. You must not forget the welfare of the travelling public because the motive 
power and the rolling stock have been increasing by leaps and bounds in the past ten 
years. During this period advances have been made out of all proportion to what we 
would have considered possible twenty-five years ago. Despite this great advance, the 
roadbed and the rails have not been kept as they should have been. Doubtless this is 
owing to motives of economy, but when it is a case of conservation of the human 
element, that should be the greatest consideration borne in mind. I regret to say that 
this has not always been the first object held in view. In saying so I am not reflect- 
ing on any person who may be addressing this committee on the behalf of a particular 
railway. I am merely pointing out to you the principle involved in the operation of 
every public utility, or of a company or of a corporation. What is the motive under- 
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lying the operation of these concerns, is it service to the public, or is it the payment 
at dividends? We have got to face these facts, and we are confronted with the fact 
right now that the tendency on the part of these corporations when traffic decreases 
is to cut down the number of men employed. If the committee were to read the 
verdict of a coroner’s jury showing that the death of one of our railway employees 
was caused by the inefficient inspection of the railway track, owing to the company 
not employing enough men to properly inspect the track, would they not think it was 
time that someone, other than the railway companies, should require that there should 
be three or four, or a certain other number of men, to a certain number of miles of 
track? The tendency of railway companies is to reduce the number of men employed 
in track inspection below the point of safety. Take the case of men patrolling the 
track with a hand-car. Now it requires so many men to remove that car from the 
track, and if a locomotive is rapidly approaching, you will appreciate the nasty posi- 
tion in which these men are placed. Take the case of the poor fellow who was killed 
up the Gatineau the other day. His companions jumped, but he was killed in trying 
to get the hand-car off the track. 


Mr. Nespitr: That was because the other fellows left him. - You cannot contre! 
cowardice and excitement on the part of men at such times. 


Mr. Brest: I use that case as an illustration of the fact that it takes so many men 
to move a hand-car off the track. I{ only two men are put to work on a section 
and one goes away, leaving the other perhaps to operate that hand-car alone, it is not 
very safe for the man who is left. Many eases of the kind have occurred on railways. 
I do not know whether as many such eases occur on the Grand Trunk as on other lines, 
but I will say this: I believe the Grand Trunk is as good as any other railroad in 
keeping up its equipment, and I have not had so many complaints with respect to the 
Grand Trunk as I have in the case of other roads based on improper flagging or 
improper protection of the trains that are being operated. I do hope the committee 
will allow the paragraph to pass in the manner proposed, in order that the Board of 
Railway Commissioners, when the complaints come in, will send their engineers out 
and ascertain by their investigations whether other men should be added to a section 
of 10 or 15 miles of road in addition to the one or two who are already there. I submit 
this argument on behalf of the maintenance of way employees that are not represented 
here to-day. 


Mr. Nespirr: The Board have the power, have they not, to issue an order that 
the road shall be improved. 


Mr. Best: I presume they have, in connection with the matter of safety, but as 
to regulating the number of employees to be maintained by the company on a section 
of a certain number of miles, I do not suppose they would have any such right unless 
the paragraph we are asking for is inserted in the Bill. It was for that specific pur- 
pose we made our recommendations. We do not want to do any harm to railway com- 
panies who claim to be observing proper safeguards already, but the adoption of the 
provision will even up matters and protect both the travelling public and the employees. 


The CuamMman: Have you anything more to say, Mr. Chrysler? 


Mr. CurysLer, K.C.: I do not think I can add anything more to what has been 
already said. : 


Mr. Maciean: I wish to say a word or two in favour of the amendment as pro- 
posed in the Bill. I have watched rather carefully the maintenance of way on promi- 
nent railways, and I say there are occasions when the right should be vested in the 
Board to step in and order the railway companies to increase the number of their men 
on certain sections of track. I am quite sure that the Railway Commission will treat 
the railway companies fairly, but having this provision in the Act will make them 
more careful, and will afford to the public and to the railway employees that protec- 
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tion to which they are entitled. I do not think that any harm will be done to railway 
companies by retaining in the Bill this provision for which their employees have asked. 
The CuHAirMAN: Shall paragraph (h) remain in this section? 


Motion agreed to. 


On paragraph (j)—Hours of duty. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This paragraph is similar in its character to paragraph (1), 
only perhaps it constitutes more of an interference with the management of a railway 
by the Board. I will call the attention of the committee to the recommendation of 
the employees with respect to section 289, to be found about the middle of page 70 
of the printed proceedings. (Reads): 


“Section 289 (page 115), paragraph (7): Certain of the railroad employees 
object to the melusion of this language in the Act, and we would respectfully 
submit that paragraph (7) of section 289 may be found entirely unacceptable 
to the railway employees, and it is hoped that if the paragraph becomes effec- 
tive that its adoption shall be regarded as without prejudice to any future con- 
tentions made by all or any of the railroad organizations.” 


So that is the attitude taken by the gentlemen who represent the railway employees, 
and it was not advocated by these gentlemen for the purpose of regulating the hours 
of duty for employees but for the purpose of introducing a feature which we have not 
anywhere in our legislation, limiting the number of hours a man may be employed 
without rest. I will ask Mr. Bowker what he has to say on the point. 

Mr. Nespitr: Do you object to the paragraph in question? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: We object to paragraph (7) entirely. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: And some of the Brotherhoods object to it, not all, though. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: ‘Will you kindly explain why you object to the paragraph in 
question ¢ 

Mr. Bowser: We object to it on the same grounds as in the case of other proposed 
enactments, that gradually the power of operating railways is being taken out of the 
hands of railway officials. It is not our desire to keep men on duty an excessive num- 
ber of hours, although it sometimes happens when emergencies, or something which 
we cannot foresée, occurs. The Sixteen Hour law in the United States makes provision 
for cases of that kind. In reading over the printed report of these proceedings I notice 
that Mr. Lawrence made some remark about an accident that he had at Port Credit, 
and he observed what a very serious accident it might have been. We realize that, but 
Mr. Lawrence did not bring out in his statement that it was really a fact that the 
men were on duty 20 hours, or thereabouts, which caused the accident; but he left 
you to draw your own conclusion that that was possibly the cause. He spoke about 
the engineer working round his own engine, which indicates that the man was not 
asleep. I may point out to you that on December 24 last we had a most serious 
accident in the State of Maine caused by the engine and train crews overlooking an 
order which required them to meet a train at a certain point, resulting in an accident 
which caused the death of five of our men and is going to cost us in the neighbourhood 
of $200,000. That accident was the result of five men who had been on duty less than 
five hours, forgetting a train. Now, even if these men at Port Credit were on duty 20 
hours, it did not follow that it was through any want of sleep that they forgot the train. 


Mr. CarveLti: Do you feel that any man should be allowed to run an engine more 
than 8 or 10 hours? 


Mr. Bowker: Oh yes. The limit in the United States is 16 hours. 
Mr. Carveti: Continuously ¢ 
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Mr. Bowker: Yes, sir. Now, the man working the engine from Fort Erie, I 
think that was where the train came from which was in the accident at Port Credit, 
was not working all the time, he was delayed many times. I do not know what he was 
doing sitting there in the cab, but the chances are that he was resting. I know they 
do rest at sidings. I have been a train man and I know that is what they do. 

Mr. Carvett: It may have been an express train, in which case the man would 
not be resting. 


Mr. Bowker: No, this was a freight train. 
Mr. Nespirt: You mean in that particular case? 


Mr. Bowker: An express train will get over a very big railroad in less than 20 
hours, 

Mr. Carvetu: I appreciate what you say, but I have known men who have been 
ordered out and have been on an engine practically 20 hours continuously. I am 
pretty strong, but I would not like to stand up and take the responsibility of standing 
up and.driving an engine for that length of time. I drive an automobile, and I know 
how I feel after spending 10 or 15 hours in it. I assume it must be the same with a 
locomotive. 


Mr. Bowker: No, it is entirely different. 

Mr. Macnoneti: Evidence was given in the case you refer to that the man in 
question had been working for 20 hours. 

Mr. Bowker: He was on duty but it did not follow that he was working all that 
time. 

Mr. Macponeti: My recollection of the evidence given at that time is that he was 
working. 

Mr. Bowker: He was being paid for those 20 hours, but there was something 
delayed him, I do not know just what it was. 


Mr. Macponeti: We are not making any time limit here, directly or indirectly, 
but giving the Board jurisdiction to make proper regulations as they see fit, that is all. 


Mr. Bowker: Even so, I am of the opinion it is a further step towards taking the 
operation of railways out of the hands of the men who are on the ground. 

Mr. Ross: Engineers when they come in off a run book their rest and they book 
their previous rests from duty at the previous terminals. If a man wants a rest he 
is allowed to book a rest, and when he puts it on the book no one can send that 
engineer out on duty again until that rest is up. 

Mr. Carvett: We appreciate all that. 


Mr. Bowker: If the man does not want any rest he does not book one, although 
it is open to him to do so. 

Mr. Carvett: My point is the converse of that. There are many men working 
on railways who feel strong and do not take a rest, and if they are called upon will go 
out again. Now, should those men be allowed to go out again? 


Mr. Ross: No. That is what the rest book is provided for. 


Mr. Carve.u: If a man goes and books his rest he cannot be sent out again for six 
or eight hours—I have forgotten exactly what your rules are—but should a man be 
allowed to go out after being, on duty for ten or twelve hours on an engine.? I claim 
there is a great difference between a man driving the engine and the brakeman at 
the rear of the train. Human lives depend on the engineer being in good physical 
condition. 


Mr. Rogs: That depends upon the man himself. You have men working as long 
as 24 hours and performing satisfactory work. 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 419 


APPENDIX No. 2 


Mr. Carveiti: A man on an engine? 
Mr. Ross: Yes, sir. 


Mr. Macponett: ‘You see cases reported where an engineer needs rest after being 
on a locomotive for a certain number of hours, and wants it. But he says that when 
he reaches a certain station or place where he realizes that he needs to get off and take 
rest, there is probably no engineer there to relieve him. He doesn’t want to get into 
the bad books of the company by tying up their service, so he goes on continuing to 
do his work without taking his rest. 

Mr. Carveti: And you might add to that that the rest of the train crew are wil- 
ling to go on. ’ 

Mr. Macponatp: Yes. 

Mr. Carveti: Yes, and if it is a freight train the conductor and brakeman can 
get an occasional sleep for a few minutes, but the engineer can’t. 

Mr. Rogs: There is none of our divisions that a man cannot get over without any 
trouble, unless there is an accident. 


Mr. Carvetit: Or snow blockade. 
Mr. Rogs: Yes, he can get over without any trouble. 


The CHamman: If the representatives of the railway- companies come to any 
united conclusion, we will consider their position in the matter. 


Mr. Lawrence: No, we have not. Our submission is in there. 
Mr. Carveri: Will you give some reason for your submission ? 


Mr. Lawrence: We think the only feasible way of regulating the matter is by the 
statute. The locomotive men take the same objection to the Board handling this as 
they do to other matters. It is not official. They have no persecuting powers. They 
do not relieve the difficulty. Mr. Bowker mentioned what I said, and it is on the 
record, and I said nothing that is not a positive fact. Mr. Bowker did not tell you 
how many tons of coal those fellows shovelled between Fort Erie and the place of the 
accident, and the engineer had to shovel that, because there is a pit in the tender, and 
when that is emptied the coal must be shovelled down to get into the fire, and when 
the engineer is resting he is helping to do that, and when the firemen had not been in 
the service very long, he helped him clean out the fire. It was not 20 hours. It was 
94 hours till the time the accident happened. No man on duty, awake, 24 hours is in 
a fit condition to handle a locomotive. 


The CuammaN: The men representing the different organizations of railways 
placed their statement before the Committee, and you were supposed to see if it was 
possible for you to come together and make some definite statement in regard to this 
paragraph. 

Mr. Lawrence: I do not know, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman: You are not united. 


Mr. Lawrence: I do not know that we can say anything more on that just now. 
We are not united. S 

Mr. Mactan: In the public interest there should be a regulation of this kind. 
The Board was created for the very purpose of settling matters of this kind, and they 
will act, as in the preceding section, in the public interest, and do justice to the rail- 
ways. The representative of one of the brotherhoods who spoke this morning said 
that there was no enforcement. I think it is the intention that, before we are through 
with the Act, the duty of enforcing the provision will be placed upon someone. I 
brought it up the other day, and bring it up again to-day, and I say that while we are 
passing this Act and protecting the public, and giving powers to and protecting the 
railway, that there shall be provisions in the Act for the enforcement of it. 
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The Ouamman: But the men who represent the organizations claim that they do 
not need protection and are not anxious to have it. 

Mr. Mactean: Then I say that the public need it, and the men are not going to 
make the law, and the railways are not going to make the law, but Parliament is 
going to make the law in the public interest, and I think that is the object of the 
Department. 

Mr. Macpone.u: Your idea is the Federal enforcement a Federal nwa! 

Mr. Mactran: I will come back to that—and it is the weakness of all the legis- 
lation of this Parliament. I think this provision is all right. It has been drafted by 
the Department, and the men have no objection to it, but they say they cannot agree 
OMG 

The CuamMan: They have no objection? 

Mr. Mactean: It is a good clause to have inserted in the public interest, and by 
that I mean the railways and the people as well. 

Mr. Pevrier: There is a misunderstanding here, as you will see if you read the 
proviso of the trainmen at page 70, signed by us all, which says :— 


“Certain of the railroad employees object to the inclusion of this language 
in the Act and would respectfully submit that paragraph “J ” of 289 may be 
found entirely unacceptable.” 


In other words, if it were found acceptable in its administration, it would be 
accepted. 

Mr. Carvett: What is your objection to the Board controlling the number of 
hours men shall work ? 

Mr. Pevtter: I have not the least objection if they will control it; nor have the 
engineers any objection. 

Mr. Mactean: That comes down to the enforcement? 

Mr. Pettier: Yes. 

Mr. Carvett: What do you want? 

Mr. Pevtier: I think it was explained that the engineers wanted an Act of Par- 
liament. The conductors and brakemen felt the peculiar position in which they 
were placed. For instance, an engineer changing every 125 miles, especially from here 
to the coast, westward, and the conductor running through all those divisions, the 
trainmen are working up pretty near to 14 hours, and they get in a storm and get 
tied up. We feel that before the Railway Commissioners would really take action and 
cover all the essentials, if they had the power to enforce the laws, it would be more satis- 
factory than an Act of Parliament. 

Mr. Mactran: Is there a provision for the enforcement of the law? 

Mr. Pevtier: Here is a copy of the Canadian Pacific Railway rules. There are 
two pages to cover up the conditions and anomalies growing up in regard to the 16 
hour law, and to cover duties imposed upon the men owing to this law. If necessary 
I will read them into the minutes. 

Mr. Curyster: If you have any document to put in, better put it where we can 
all see it. 

Mr. Petter: I will hand it in. Here are the pages. Here are the rules of the 
company to cover anomalies and abuses of the 16 hour law, and we feel if the same 
thing were enforced here, there would be no leeway, and similar abuses would creep up 
under it, and the engineers, if once the Board act and act properly, will feel like saying 
that it was better that it should be given to the Board than that it should be put in an 
Act of Parliament, because we cannot come to you every three or four months, but 


we can go to the Board. ) 
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Mr. Carveti: Is that not what “J” provides for? 
Mr. Penttzer: We have accepted “J” with that proviso, that if it is not admin- 
istered properly we can come back to Parliament and say, “The Board is not doing 
“right under this section. Give us an Act of Parliament.” 

Mr. Lawrence: The rules of the Canadian Pacific Railway which I referred to 
read as follows :—. 


“RULE 44.” 


(Applicable to service in United States only.) 


(a) Employees in train service will not be tied up unless it is apparent the 
trip cannot be completed within the lawful time, and not then until after the 
expiration of fourteen hours on duty under the Federal law, or within two 
hours of the time limit provided by State laws, if State laws govern. 

(b) Vf employees in train service are tied up in a less number of hours than 
provided in the preceding paragraph, they shall not be regarded as having 
been tied up under the law, and their service will be paid for under the pro- 
visions of this schedule. Z 

(c) When employees in train service are tied up between terminals under 
the law, they shall again be considered on duty and under pay immediately 
upon the expiration of the minimum legal period off duty applicable to any 
member of the road crew, provided the longest period of rest required by any 
member of the crew, either eight or ten hours, shall be the period of rest for the 
entire crew. 

(d) Continuous trip will cover the movement straight-away and turn- 
around, from initial point to the destination train is making when required to 

. tie up. If any change is made in the destination after the crew is released 
for rest, a new trip will commence when the crew resumes duty. 

(e) Employees in train service tied up under the law will be paid con- 
tinuous time or mileage of their schedules from initial point to tie up point. 
When they resume duty on a continuous trip, they will be paid miles or hours, 
whichever is the greater, from the tie up point to the next tie up point or to 
the terminal. It is understood this article does not permit conductors and 
trainmen to run through terminals unless such practice is permitted under the 
schedule. 

(f) Employees in train service tied up for rest under the law, and then 
towed or dead-headed into terminal, with or without engine or caboose, will be 
paid therefor as per section (3) the same as if they hhad run the train to such 

_ terminal. 

(g) Employees in train service tied up in obedience to law will not be 
required to watch or care for engine or perform other duties during the time 
tied up. 

(h) Yardmen required to work 16 hours will resume work when their rest 
period is up under the Federal law, and then be permitted to work 10 hours, or 
paid therefore. 


' “RULE 45.” 


The company will join in arrangements for and in representation at a conference 
with other railways in the territory to dispose of the doubleheader question.” 


The subsection adopted. 
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On section 350, carriage of mails, troops, equipment, ete. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This strikes me as a convenient place to clean up the ques- 
tion Mr. Macdonell raised the other day. Under section 350 of the Act it is pro- 
vided that His Majesty’s naval or military forces, or militia, shall at all times when 
required by the Postmaster General of Canada, ete., be carried on the railway, and 
with the whole resources of the company if required on such terms and conditions 
and under such regulations as the Governor in Council makes. The mail clerks com- 
plain that they are not provided with suitable cars. 

Mr. Carvert: On what particular ground do they complain? 

Mr. Nessirr: We amended that slightly for Brigadier-General Biggar. 

Mr. Macponett: The railway mail clerks have this complaint: quite a number 
of them have been killed in accidents. They attribute the fatalities largely to the 


fact that on almost all the railways of Canada the railway mail clerks oceupy a very’ 


small wooden car. It is an old car used for the mail and occasionally carrying some 
express parcels. That car is placed next the locomotive, which is steel, a big heavy 
locomotive, and on the other side are a number of steel pullmans. In case of collision 
or derailment, or any accident, that mail car is crushed like an egg shell between the 
heavy steel locomotive and the heavy steel cars that follow it. In most of the States 
they have made provision in the last year or two that those mail cars shall be steel 
ears, and that protects the life of the men and protects His Majesty’s mail, and I ask 
that some consideration be given to that feature, and that, if possible, some provision 
should be made for steel cars, some proper car that will be safe, in which these men 
shall carry His Majesty’s mail, and that their lives shall be better protected than they 
are at present. 

The CHairmMan: Have you a proposed amendment? 

Mr. Macponett: No. 


Mr. Jounston: I think paragraph (g) of section 289, covers the point, because 
it provides that: 


“The Board may make orders and regulations with respect to the rolling 
stock, apparatus, cattleguards, appliances, signals, methods, devices, structures 
and works, to be used upon the railway, so as to provide means for the due pro- 
tection of property, the employees of the company, and the public.” 


I thought the words “and the public” were broad enough to cover clerks in the 
mail service. If they are not broad enough, it seems to me the point might easily be 
covered by adding after the word “public” the words “And all Persons travelling on 
His Majesty’s service.’ 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is all right. 
Amendment adopted. 


The Cuatrman: Have you anything more to suggest, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think that is all I have to ask the expert witnesses about. 
I wish to speak to other sections of the Bill. 

Mr. Nessirr: There were some sections left over the other day. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. I have a list of them and can go on with them. 

The CHatrMAN: You may proceed with them. Mr. Blair is here. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You have carried all the subsections that I Pg: ope aL 
do not see that Mr. Blair can help us now. 

Mr. Nessitr: There was something you brought up, not in 289, in regard to 
which we wanted Mr. Blair to be present. 


a 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That was 302. The practice of the Board with respect to 
locomotives. That is the consideration of a proposed amendment. It is not before 
the committee just now. It is in the recommendation of the locomotive engineers. 
I thought that if the committee were taking that up we should get, instead of Mr. 
Blair, the technical man who inspects the locomotives, whoever it is, somebody from 
the department, to tell us what the Board are doing now with regard to inspection. 


Mr. Bua: I can give you a general idea of what they are doing. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Is it Mr. Ogilvie? 

Mr. Bram: I suppose the Chief Operating Officer is the man you want. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Who is that? 

Mr. Buair: Mr. Spencer. I can give you a general idea. 


The Cuamman: Mr. Chrysler thinks we should have before us the man who is 
doing the inspection. 

Mr. Buatr: If the committee will allow Mr. Spencer the time, I will arrange for 
him to be here. 

The CuatrMAn: You can arrange when that clause comes up, and you can get 
Mr. Spencer here. 

Mr. Jonnston: The committee have heard on two separate occasions the argu- 
ments of the Brotherhood regarding this proposed addition to the Bill. We might 
clean it up now. 

Lhe CuHatmrmMan: That is the amendment to section 302. 

Mr. JoHnston: Yes. 

On section 302: Equipment of locomotive :— 

The CuairmMan: What is the proposed amendment to this section ? 


Mr. Jounston: It appears on page 72 of the proceedings of this committee and 
occupies four pages. The Brotherhoods propose that the Act should be amended by 
providing for the establishment of a new board, or a branch board, to be known as 
the Division of Locomotive Inspection of the Board of Railway Commissioners for 
Canada. It seems to me the point is this: is the inspection already provided for by 
the Board satisfactory or not? 


Mr. Macpdoneti: It seems to me that, if we are going to compel the creation of 
an Inspection Board, with all the paraphernalia and equipment, it should not be con- 
fined to locomotives. The functions of the Railway Board are to inspect the equip- 
ment and make it serviceable to the public, and if there is going to be a special board 
established to aid in that work, it should be applied to all the rolling stock of the rail- 
ways, and not limited merely to the locomotives. We were told by one of the gentle- 
men who gave evidence here to-day that only in certain respects is the boiler con- 
sidered a part of the locomotive. Now, when for certain purposes of inspection we 
just get down to the mere parts of a machine, it seems to me a very important matter 
for regulation. If you are going to create a special board of this kind, authority and 
jurisdiction should be given over all the rolling stock instead of confining that juris- 
diction merely to the locomotives. 

The Cuamman: Mr. Blair, will you explain to the committee what you under- 
stand by inspection and what effect this legislation will have if it is enacted. 


Mr. Bua: As I understand it, the work of the Board’s inspectors takes in the 
inspection of boilers. Of course, the Board has a limited number of inspectors. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Does the law limit them to any number? 


Mr. Brain: No, Mr. Minister, the law does not, and as a matter of fact I know 
that the operating officer has asked for the appointment of additional inspectors. 


Mr. Buams: How many inspectors have you now? 
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Mr. Buam: I think we have four employed on this boiler inspection work, at : F 
different points. : : : 

Mr. Macponett: Have they a corps of inspectors inspecting rolling stock? : 

Mr. Buam: ‘They take in the inspection of equipment generally. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The Board have the power to appoint more inspectors if 
they need them, and, as I say, I know the operating officials are recommending the 
appointment of more inspectors. 

Mr. Macrean: First of all, have the Board that power? P 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Board have power to appoint inspectors. 

Mr. Bua: They can recommend, and the Governor in Council can appoint on 
the Board’s recommendation, any additional officials that may be necessary. 

The Caiman: Have you a sufficient number of officials to meet the inspection 
requirements of these amendments? 

Mr. Bua: The regulations adopted by the Board are in terms the regulations 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission. In the working out they do not go quite 
so far, but under the Act, as I read it, the Board have the power to take care of boiler 
inspection. It is for the committee to say whether an additional staff shall be appointed, 
but the Act is broad enough to enable the Board to work the matter out. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: As the law now stands? 

The Cuamman: Under the present organization. X 

Mr. Sinciai: Have you read exhibit “A” whick has been laid before us as the 
proposals of the brotherhood to be incorporated in this Act? 

Mr. Bua: Yes, I have read exhibit “ A.” 

Mr. Smvciair: Does it differ from your present regulations? I have a copy of 
one of your regulations which deal very exhaustively with a lot of these questions. e 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Under section 71 of the Bill. 

Mr. Siyciaim: Everything seems to be dealt with in a very careful and exhaus- 
tive manner in about eleven pages of rules. Now, we are asked to incorporate some- . 
thing in the Bill and we do not know whether the new propositions differ from the 
existing rules or whether it is advisable to add to the existing rules or not. 

Mr. Buarr: The new proposals of the Railway Brotherhood are fashioned after 
the Interstate Commerce Commission’s provisions. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Section 71 provides that inspecting engineers may be 
appointed by the minister or the Board, subject to the approval of the Governor im 
Council. Then the section sets out the duties of these inspectors. 

Mr. Briar: And there is ample power to make provision with regard to these 
matters. 

Mr. Mactgran: What do the brotherhoods say about this? 

Mr. Best: We have not submitted anything further than is contained in our 
memorandum. We merely propose a draft bill, without any explanations, for the 
purpose of having an added inspection of locomotives. But we have not spoken to 
you upon this subject. 

The CHAmMAN: What answer have you to make to Mr. Blair, who says that the 
Board have absolute power to deal with this matter? . 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Why don’t you go to the Board? They have power to deal 4 
with this question. ; 

Mr. Macponett: Have you gone to the Board and been refused? 7 

Mr. Brest: The Board have made regulations for the inspection of locometive : 


stenm boilers similar to those in effect in the United States. What we are askiug for 


F 
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is only what the Government of the United States found out and have in operation 
LOW. Without it the United Sates did not have adequate machinery, or did not have 
wachinery to carry into effect regulations so as to provide for the adequate inspection 
of the 25,000 locomotives operating in the country. We have 5,000 locomotives in 
this country, but not a single Government boiler inspector. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Why do you not go to the Board in reference to the matter ? 

Mr. Best: Complaints which we have filed with the Board as to the condition 
ef locomotive boilers, have been dealt with in a way, but the Board has not the 
machinery to adequately deal with the whole question of locomotives from the pilot 
to the rear tender. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: But the Board can create such machinery as it finds to 
be necessary. 

Mr. Best: Possibly they can do so, but we think the Act should contain a 
provision creating a branch of the Board of Railway Commissioners to be known 
as the Locomotive Inspection Branch, similar to that which exists in the United 
States, because our fear is that the Board could not carry out adequate inspection 
without such a branch. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: They could not, because they have not got in their Act 
the powers given the Inter-State Commerce Act. 

Mr. Srycriam: You give us no details, we have no data to decide whether or 
not there should be 30 inspection districts created. We ought to be furnished with 
proper information before we are asked to deal with the matter. I think that if 
rigid rules are proposed they had better be made by the Board. 

Mr. Best: Our proposal is only to do what the United States have done. They 
established 50 locomotive districts by Act of Parliament instead of vesting that 
power in a board or court. 

The CHARMAN: But over there they do not operate under an Act like this 
and under a board like we have. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The Interstate Commerce Commission has no power over 
this matter at all. 

Mr. Brest: In some respects they have more power than the Dominion Railway 
Board. In some respects they have not. If the Dominion Railway Board had the 
power in the matter I refer to, we would not be here to-day. 

Mr. Carvett: Have you any fault to find with section 289? This is practically 
an inspection of boilers. 

Mr. Best: Yes; there is not sufficient machinery to see it is carried out. 

The CHairman: Mr. Blair says the Board are in a position to appoint sufficient 
inspectors to carry out your wishes, and are expecting to do more, and have the power 
to do it. 

Mr. Best: The Board may have the power to appoint a number of inspectors, but 
they have never been able to divide up the district and assign them to each district, so 
that some one particular person would be responsible for the locomotives in that 
district and would be responsible to some higher officer. There is another point prob- 
ably overlooked entirely in what is proposed, and that is giving to the inspectors a 
certain power. Some one would have to see that the boiler is fit, or that the locomotive 
is in proper condition to go into service, and they should see, in the interests of all 
concerned, employees as well as the public, that if that locomotive is not in fit con- 
dition it should be taken out of the service, regardless of traffic conditions, 

The CuairMan: They are in that position to-day. 

Mr. Best: Pardon me, they do not do it, as a general practice. That is why we 
are here. 
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Mr. Carvett: You would not expect the Government to inspect these locomotives 
more than three or four times a year. You say there should be some public power to 
see that a locomotive should be taken out of the service when not in fit condition, or 
put back into the service when put in proper condition. That would require a daily 
inspection. You would not expect any public body to take absolute control of all loco- 
motives in Canada and inspect them daily and say “ This one shall go out and run, 
and this one shall not.” 

Mr. Best: Make regulations for the company to carry out, and inspectors to see 
that they are obeyed. A certain district would be placed in charge of a Government- 
appointed man, whose duty it would be to go round, not at any stated intervals, 
because an engine might be out on the road, but he might go at any time and inspect 
the engines in his own particular district. Y 

The CuHairMan: Have you ever asked the Board to consider your proposition ? 

Mr. Besr: I have discussed the matter with the traffic officers of the Board, and 
I do not think they are opposed to it at all. 

‘Mr. Macpvonett: Have they definitely refused to do it? 

Mr. Brest: No, we never asked them to create the office, because it was considered 
by officers we discussed it with that it should be dealt with in the Railway Act. 

The CnatrMan: If they have the power to do exactly what you are asking them 
to do, and you have placed before them your request, and it has not been refused, it is 
pretty hard; by adding a lot of additional clauses, to compel them to take action. 

Mr. Best: The Board has not the power as contemplated in this report. I fear 
the committee has not comprehended what is embodied in our report. 

The CuamMan: Mr. Blair says they have the power. 

Mr. Brest: Pardon me, they have not the power we suggest, it is not given to them 
in the Act. “ 

Mr. Juonsron, K.C.: They can appoint any number of inspectors, and the railway 
men must furnish them any information they require. 

Mr. Best: They can do that . 

The Caiman: What are you asking? 


Mr. Best: To give the Board power to see that when violations take place they | 


will be reported, and the onus will not be placed on the employee to prosecute a rail- 
way company because they deliberately violate any order of the Board. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Board has power to appoint inspectors and impose 
duties on those inspectors. 


Mr. Best: The word “ inspectors” has reference to right of way and everything. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, section 289 is in regard to making orders and regula- 


tions, and under 392 there is a penalty imposed for refusal to obey any order or regu- 
lation of the Board. It seems to me the whole story is there. 


Mr. Best: Who tells the fellow to prosecute? Our proposal contemplates, for the 
purpose of this Act, that the Board’s power shall be extended to the execution and 
enforcement of the Act, and there is nothing in the Railway Act which contemplates 
that. 


Mr. Carveti: I want to follow up that point. You want to have control of the 
inspection district, and your inspector comes along and he finds engine 200 is all right 
and gives a certificate, and the engine goes out on the run next day. In all probability 
this inspector would not strike this same engine for a fortnight or a month, and some- 
thing happens next day. Who is going to report to the authorities and lay the com- 
plaint, if it is not the man ‘who is driving the engine? The inspector would not know 
anything about it. You are asking something that. would be all right if it worked 
out, but the difficulty is to work it out. 
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Mr. Best: The provisions of our proposal contemplate making the inspection 
branch so complete that it will receive all the reports of the railway company from time 
to time, as required by the regulations. 

Mr. Carvett: Would you not require a daily report on every locomotive on the 
system, in order to carry out your proposition? 

Mr. Brest: Not daily. 

Mr. Carvetit: Why? 

Mr. Best: The boiler reports would probably come in every thirty days, but there 
are certain inspections that should be made regularly and reports made to the district 
inspectors, as it were. 

Mr. CarvetL: The Board has power to order that. 

Mr. Best: Yes, but they have not enough inspectors. 

The CHAIRMAN: That is the great objection. 

Mr. Best: That is one of the objections, but my point is that the ea is not 
complete without a branch for the inspection of the entire locomotive. At present 
they are only inspecting the boilers. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Board can supply that. 

Mr. Brest: They can supply that and make the machinery just about the way 
it is done to-day, and the inspection will be about as inadequate as it is to-day and 
has been during the past year. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Have you complained to the Board? 

Mr. Best: Yes. If I had my files here you ‘would not have time to go through 
them. The largest factor in the congestion of traffic last year was due to the con- 
dition of the locomotives on the Canadian railways. I make that statement unquali- 
fiedly, and I can bring men in charge of the engines to testify before you as to that. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If you established that clearly to the Board, it is not con- 
ceivable that the Board would neglect to take action? 

Mr. Best: Yes, because they have not sufficient inspectors to go over the territory 
we have in the Dominion of Canada, which is equally as large as the United States, 
where they have recognized that it is necessary to have fifty locomotive inspection 
districts. Of course, we have not as much mileage. 

Mr. Jounston, K.0.: You say this Board is not doing its duty? 

Mr. Best: They cannot do their duty with the machinery they have got. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: They can increase the machinery. 

Mr. Best: They can increase their inspectors and machinery, as I understand 
it, but I do not belieye—— 

The CuHairman: They claim they have the power, and have under consideration 
the increasing of the number of inspectors. 

Mr. Best: I do not believe they have under Oo SES the question of divid- 
ing up the territory in the districts. 

' Hon. Mr. Cocurane:'You say one man could take care of ten or twelve miles 
of track. He could only inspect that about once a week or once a month. 

Mr. Oarvett: And if something went wrong there is nothing to report. 

The Caiman: Have you anything more, Mr. Best? 

Mr. Best: I have a good deal more in the way of evidence, but it appears to me 
that the view the committee takes is that the Board at the present time has the power 
to do everything we are contemplating. J hold—and I think Mr. Lawrence will agree 
with me—that the Board has not power to do all we are contemplating, and we feel, 
as I said to the minister some time ago, that it is a matter of national duty and a 
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matter of national importance that that portion of the inspection branch should be 
established a boiler inspection branch. I do not think the committee thoroughly : 
appreciates the seriousness of the situation. I have in my possession letters that 

the committee would regard almost as socialistic in tone, written by men who fear 

what is going to happen in view of the present condition of the railway engines. 


Mr. Carvett: Are not railway companies as anxious to have their engines in 
as good conditions as we are? 

Mr. Best: In the policy the railway companies pursue they are actuated by 
motives of economy. 


Mr. Nespirr: Is it economy to pay heavy damages for accidents that occur on 
railways? That does not work in with your theory of economy at all. 


Mr. Best: That may be, but the fact is that the railway company takes a chance : 
with the locomotive, and they do not perform the necessary repair work on it before 
it goes out. I want to tell you there was a locomotive, after the condition was 
reported, went out of an Ottawa station, and the boiler split fifteen inches. The 
engineer had to reduce the pressure and bring the engine back again. These are the 
things that are happening all over Canada. This was an occurrence that happened 
right here in Ottawa. 


Mr. Nespirr: Would not that man have the right to report the facts to the 
Board? 

Mr. Brest: He reported it to me. He did not report it to the Board because he 
was afraid of losing his job. 


Mr. Nespirr: Did you report the case to the Board. 
Mr. Best: Yes. 
Mr. Nespitr: Did they attend to it? 


Mr. Best: Of course the Board’s inspectors would attend to it, but the company 
took the engine away. They took the engine to the repair shops and corrected, ie 
defect, but it made another trip before that was done. 


Mr. Sinciair: You say that in your opinion the Board have not the power to 
make the necessary regulations. Have you any suggestion to advance that would 
give the Board more power? 


Mr. Best: Yes, and it is set forth in our proposal. 


Mr. Smvcuar: I mean apart from this proposal, because my objection to it is - 
that it goes too much into detail. For example, you divide the country into 30 dis- 
tricts, and J have no information before me as to whether that is the correct thing to 
do or not. The committee would require a lot of information to be sure that is the 
right number of districts to adopt. Otherwise, we should be obliged to accept your 
word for it, and you should not ask us to do that. There is a lot of detail involved in. 
this proposal of yours, which I think would be better worked out by the Board. If you 
say the Board has not got the necessary authority, why not amend the Act so as to . 
give the Board the necessary power. 


Mr. Best: I quite appreciate your argument, Mr. Sinclair, and I realize that it 
would have great force if we were proposing something. as an experiment.’ But this 
whole scheme as contemplated in our proposal, has been tried out. Printed reports 
have been issued from year to year since 1911 by the Interstate Commerce Commis- ee 
sion of the United States, compiled by the Chief Boiler Inspector and his assistants. 
These reports contain the number of locomotives that are reported to be in an unrea- 
sonable condition, the number of locomotives that have been taken out, and so on. 
This whole policy has been tried out in the United States, and we are not asking the 
Canadian Parliament to adopt anything that is experimental. I feel, Mr. Chairman, 
that the committee does not yet apprehend the seriousness of the situation. 
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The CnHamman: Is it the wish of the committee that this amendment be embodied 
in the Bill? 3 

Mr. Mactean: I want to take a minute to express my own view. I do believe in 
the Board being given full and strong powers to administer the railways of this coun- 
try in the interests of all concerned. We have given the Board those powers and they 
can appoint these inspectors. If the Board does not appoint such inspectors as it is 
within their right to do, then they are delinquent and subject to somebody for that 
delinquency but until such time as it has been proved that the Board do not make the 
necessary inspection, or have not the power to enforce an inspection when they order 
one, then it is our duty to give effect to this Act. I want to keep the Act in the shape 
in which it is. If the Board have the power, and I know they have, to appoint all 
kinds of inspectors, and if they have failed in that duty they are blame-worthy. If the 
Board have not the power to enforce what they have ordered to be done, then we are 
to blame. However, I want to see the Act fairly tried out. If Mr. Best will come to 
this Parliament, or to the individual members of the House, and say that the Board 
are not enforcing the Act and not making sufficient provision for the inspection of 
locomotives, we may take it up. But I want to see the law tried out as it now is. If 
it is not effective it will be our duty to intervene. But we have given the Board wide 
powers which should be sufficient to cause the enforcement of their rules, If not, 
then it will be our duty to intervene. 


The CuHairmMaN: Gentlemen, let me draw your attention to the fact that it is 
after cue o’clock. ; 


Mr. Lawrence: I respectfully suggest to the members of the committee that 
there be no undue curtailment of discussion in view of the importance of the question. 


Mr. Mactean: It is a big issue. 


Mr. LawreENcE: I realize well that the great majority of men in this country, no 
matter what position they hold, do not understand the situation involved here. I also 
realize it is the understanding of the committee that the Board will have extensive 
powers when this Bill goes into effect, more extensive powers than they have enjoyed 
in the past. It is undoubtedly also the wish of the committee that the Board should 
carry out to the limit these powers vested in them, although it is not desired to subject 
railway companies or anybody else to undue hardships. Realizing all these things, I 
say to you gentlemen: I do not want to press the matter, I will leave it in your hands. 
But there is one thing further which must be said. It has been stated here this morn- 
ing that the Board of Railway Commissioners at present have inspectors who inspect 
locomotive boilers. That is a mistake. They have inspectors who go out and inspect 
locomotive boilers in case of accident and they do not carry that out as a general policy.: 
Now, I am not saying that in order to find fault. 


x 

Mr. Nessirt: Mr. Blair says the Board’s inspectors do inspect locomotive boilers 
as a general thing. 

Mr. Lawrence: I want to say that they do not. 

Mr. Bua: I gave the committee the information that came to me from our 
chief operating officer. The Board have four inspectors. Two of them may be acci- 
dent inspectors and two are mechanical engineers, and these four inspectors make the 
inspections referred to from time to time. Mr. Lawrence says they do not. J can 
only state that our chief operating officer says they do, and they make their reports 
to the Board from time to time. 

Mr. MacteaN: Appoint additional officers if that is, deemed necessary. 

The CHamMan: Is it the wish of the committee that this amendment should be 
adopted to increase the number of inspectors? It has been discussed nearly the whole 
morning. 
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Mr. Best: There is a gentleman here representing the Internationa] Association 
of Machinists and in our opinion it is important that he should be heard. 

The CHARMAN: Very well, we will hear him for a few minutes. 

Mr. Locus: I am here to take the place of Mr. McClelland, second sicclpeesmeiaee 
of the International Association of Machinists, who unfortunately is unable to be 
present to-day. I wish to say that locomotive inspection is not covered at present on 
any railway I have worked on. I do not mean to suggest it is the fault of the Board, 


it is probably because they were not previously fully conversant with the conditions - 


relating to motive power. Last fall, when the railroads fell down so badly in handling 
the traftic of the country, those conditions were brought more prominently before the 
attention of the public, and we deemed it to be an opportune time to arouse the 
public interest. These amendments have been brought forward by the railroad brother- 
hoods working with the knowledge of the machinists. We took the matter up separ- 
ately, and I believe there were amendments suggested by the machinists, but under 
all the circumstances and in view of the course which matters have taken now, I would 
like to ask you, Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Blair would be willing to discuss the matter 
with the railroad brotherhoods and with the machinists. If the railroad brotherhood 
and the machinists can show the necessity for these amendments by evidence of a tech- 
nical character, I believe we might come to some agreement which would achieve the 
desired end had would furnish a solution of the problem. 


The CHamMAN: Then it is understood the amendments are not embodied in the 
Bill by the committee. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The Bill stands as it is without them. 


Committee adjourned until Friday. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 


May 25, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


The Cuamman: Some days ago the lumbermen of Canada were heard through 
Mr. Hawkins, and I understand that a number of them are here this morning and 
are asking to be allowed to be again heard on section 331; they promise not to exceed 
twenty minutes in their statement. Is it the wish of the Committee that the consider- 
ation of section 331 be re-opened? 


Carried. 


Mr. Frank Hawkins: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen: When I appeared before 
your committee on the 10th instant it was to present the views of the lumbermen in 
regard to what they consider a very vital question. The point is this: At the present 
time the onus of proof in a railway tariff increase case before the Board of Railway 
Commissioners is on the people. Weare asking for an addition to section 331, whereby 
when a railway files a tariff increasing its rates, and it is objected to by any body of 
people or by any association, the case shall be put down for hearing and the railway 
shall be called upon to justify that increase. The question of freight rates is one of 
great importance to the public, and when I say to you that the increases which have 
taken place in the tariffs on lumber are really becoming a burden to the community 
I am not exaggerating. A year ago last February the railways came forward with 
an application for increases in rates which practically amounted to one-half a cent 
per hundred pounds on all shipments east of Fort William, or, taking the volume of 
lumber shipments last year, an increase of $885,000. Before that tariff was put into 
effect, the railways came along with another application to the Railway Commissioners 
asking for an increase of 15 per cent in rates. We do not want to place the railways 
under any disability, but when I tell you that the jump of 15 per cent in freight 
rates in Canada represents an increase of some $39,000,000 a year, you will see that 
it is becoming a very serious question. 


The CHamrMan: What portion of that sum would represent increased freight 
rates on lumber? 


Mr. Hawkins: Somewhere about $900,000 a year. 
The CuammMAan: Have you an amendment prepared? 
Mr. Hawkins: The amendment we wish is to be found on page 29 of the Annual 


Report of the Canadian Lumbermen’s Association for 1917. 


The CHARMAN: That suggestion reads as follows :—(reads) 


“Any special freight tariff of any transportation company (subject to its 
jurisdiction) which may hereafter be filed with the Board of Railway Commis- 
sioners, to which exception is taken by any person, company or other party 
interested, making formal protest, either before or after the effective date men- 
tioned therein, against the adoption of said tariff, shall at the discretion of the 
Board be disallowed, until after such time as the Board shall determine, after 
hearing evidence produced for or against the adoption of such tariff. The 
Board may of its own volition, without protest or complaint on the part of 
others, disallow any such tariff, or any portion thereof, with or without hearing 
evidence in support of, or against same. 
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In any special tariff the rates contained in which are increased, the burden 
of the proof, 

(a) that old rates are inadequate, unsatisfactory and, or unworkable, 

(b) that a larger freight revenue is requisite and necessary, and the 
reasons therefor fa=> 
shall be on the transportation company or companies, or its or their representa- 
tives, filing such tariff.” 


Mr. Hawkins: That is the point we want to cover. 

Mr. Nessirr: You can cut it down by saying that the onus of proof shall lie on 
the railways to jystify the increase. : 

The Cuamman: That is the sum and substance of your argument, that the onus 
of proof should be placed on the railway instead of on the shipper? 
Mr. Macponett: Why not leave it to the Railway Board, as you leave it to the 
Court ? 

Mr. Hawxins: For the reason that we are always put in that position. I ean 
illustrate it by using a homely illustration. Suppose I am coming up town and a man 
takes me by the throat. I am a peaceful, law-abiding citizen, and I do not thrash 
him, but have him arrested, and in the morning when I go to the police court, the 
magistrate says, “ Now, prove why this man took you by the throat?’ and I cannot 
prove it, and he says, “ You have lost your case,” and he makes me pay the costs. That 
is precisely what happens every time we go before the Board. The onus is placed upon 
us. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But the law will not put the onus on anybody. Let the Board 
be the judges. ; ‘ 

The CuamMan: They are prepared to hear your case. 

Mr. Hawkins: There is no doubt about that. 

The CuamMman: You fully present your ease before the Board and they decide 
against you. 

Mr. Hawkins: They do not decide against us, but decide in favour of the adoption 
of the tariff. 

Mr. Nessitr: That is sometimes against you. 

Mr. Hawkins: When we have to pay the money, yes. _ 


Mr. Macponetu: In the criminal law, no statute says that the onus of proof shall 
lie on anybody. Leave that to the Board to determine, as the case proceeds, according 
to well known rules. 3 

Mr. Hawxins: If we could take this case into the criminal court we would win. 

Hon Mr. Cocurane: I do not think you would always, because the cost of the 
operation of railways has greatly increased in the last few years. For instance, 
you have to pay for an engine more than double the price which ruled three or four 
years ago, and similarly with cars, the price has increased. 

The CuamMan: Your criticism infers that the Railway Board is not déaling 
justly ? 

Mr. Hawkins: No, we do not make that accusation at all, but we say that where 
the railway companies make an application for increase in rates they should be pre- 
pared to justify their application. That is our case. 

Hon Mr. Cocurane: I think we should leave it open, and not place the onus on 
anyone. 


Mr. Hawkins: But surely, in the public interest, where we have an instance—— 
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Hon Mr. Cocuranr: I do not think it hurts you any to put up your case, and 
let the Railway put up theirs; that gives no one an advantage. 


Mr. Nessirt: There seems to be a good deal of common sense in the view that, 
where the railways apply for an increase of rates to the Board, they should justify 
that increase. That seems to be reasonable. If an individual applied for a reduction 
of a rate, he certainly would have to justify his claim for a reduction. 

The CuHamman: Will the Board grant the companies a rate, unless they feel 
ae are justified in doing so? 


r. Nessitr: I should think the railway company would have to justify the 
Bae: before the Board would grant it. 


Mr. Hawks: There is increase after increase, not only of rates, but in carload 
minimums and ear service, and it is really becoming a burden. 


The Cuamman: Perhaps Mr. Booth would like to say something on this question. 


Mr. Hawkins: Mr. Booth and other gentlemen are here to support up anything 
we put before you. The resolution we have placed before the committee, I-may say, 
has been passed since 1912 at each annual meeting. The announcement being made 
‘that it was in contemplation to revise the Railway Act, this very resolution which has 
been passed from year to year without any amendment, was TS adopted by 
the lumbermen at their annual meeting. 


The CuamrMAN: You are simply saying in that resolution that the Board of Rail- 
way Commissioners is not dealing with you fairly as a body. 


Mr. Hawkins: I do not say that. We say that if the railways make an applica- 
tion for an increase in rates, it surely is up to them to come to the Board and justify 
their position. We are going to help them to get the amount of money to which they 
are entitled. We do not want to take anything from the railways, and in asking for 
this, we are simply seeking protection on the public. The new provision proposed 
does not impose on the railways any disability or disadvantage. If the railways can 
prove their case, the Board decides in their favour absolutely. 


Mr. Sinctair: You are quite right that the railways should justify the rate. 
Everybody agrees to that. The question is whether we should make it a law that they 
should do it, or leave it in the discretion of the Board. We would assume the Board 
would require them to justify the rate, just as they would require anyone coming 
before them to prove that everything they proposed is right, but if we go out of our 
way to make special regulations for the Government or the Board in this case, how 
about all the other cases we leave in their discretion ? 

Mr. Hawkins: This is just a matter of public protection. 

Mr. Macponetit: Everything is a matter of public protection. 


Mr. Jounnston, K.C.: You can always go to the Board and ask them, under sub- 
section 4, to have the tariff suspended. 


Mr. Hawkins: Yes, we can do that, but once the rate goes in, we have never been 
able to do it. 


Mr. CarveLtt: Would it not be a reversal of the policy of Parliament for the 
last eighteen years if we adopted this suggestion? We have created the Railway 
Board, and have faith in the Railway Board, and if we had not, there would be no 
trouble in getting a Board in whom we had faith, but if we take the matter out of the 
hands of the Board, why have a Board at all? Are we not defeating the purpose of 
the Act? 

Mr. Hawxins: No, you are strengthening the hands of the Board, to carry out 
what the Board was appointed for—the protection of the public interest. 


Mr. Macpovett: Then when it comes to a reduction, the onus should be on you. 
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Mr. Hawkins: I am quite agreeable to put that proviso in. We will justify any 
application for a reduction. 

Mr. Nessirt: What do you say as to subsection 3, which reads :— 

“When any such special freight tariff advances any toll previously 
authorized to be charged under this Act, the Company shall in like manner 
file and publish such tariff 30 days previously to the date on which such tariff 
is intended to take effect.” 

Mr. Hawkins: That is in line with the policy which has been adopted. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You watch the tariffs. 

Mr. Hawks: Yes. 

Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: And when you find a tariff published, if you have any com- 
plaint you go to the Board? 

Mr. Hawkins: Yes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: And the Board can deal with it. 

Mr. Hawks: Yes. f 

Mr. Carvetu: Is it not fair to say that you are asking us to say beforehand 
what the Board shall do, and just make them the means of registering our decisions? 
Mr. Hawkins: No, not quite. 

Mr. Carvetut: Not quite as strong as that? 

Mr. Hawkins: No, I would not follow you that length. I Pee say the simple 
clause that we ask you to insert in this Bill puts the machinery in the hands of the 
Board of Railway Commissioners, that when there is a case before them that is a 
matter of controversy between the shippers and the carriers, the one making applica- 
tion shall be there to justify that application. ‘That is all we ask, and it does seem to 
us that it is a reasonable and fair thing. It is in the public interest, and it does not 
impose any disability on the railways in any way, shape or manner. 

Mr. Macponeui: If you do it in the case of the lumber dealer, you have to do it 
in all cases. 

Mr. Hawkins: We are dealing with the public, and dealing with every ton of 
freight shipped in the country. I will draw attention to the fact that the Canadian 
Manufacturers’ Association passed a resolution which reads as follows:— 


“ Be it resolved that the Honourable, the Minister of Railways and Canals 
be asked to amend the Railway Act so as to give authority to the Board of 
Railway Commissioners either upon complaint, or upon its own motion, to 
suspend the operation of any tariff or regulation for sufficient time to permit 
of a full hearing, and afterwards to make such order as would be proper in a 
proceeding initiated after the tariff became effective; the burden of the proof 
to be on the carrier to show that the increased tariff or regulation is just or 
reasonable.” 


That is the regulation. They ask the very thing we ask, namely that the burden 
ot proof be on the railway. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Do you know how many tariffs are filed with the Board per 
day ? 

Mr. Hawkins: I understand there are probably thousands of tariffs filed. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: And a good many of these tariffs provide for increases ? 

Mr. Hawkins: Yes. 

Mr. Jonnstoy, K.C.: And people who have objections have thirty days within 
which to come to the Board and ask for a hearing. Suppose the Board had a hearing 
regarding every tariff, how would they ever do business? They could not do it. 
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Mr. Hawkins: If the company is reasonable and the increases are fair, they will 
pay them. 


Mr. CarvELi: I Suppose one answer might be that the railways would not make so 
many tariffs. 

Mr. Hawxis: I do not know about that, but it does seem hard on the lumber- 
men, particularly because the lumber Doses has been hit so often, and will be hit 
more for increases in rates. 

Mr. Carvett: But these are all published 30 days before becoming effective? 

Mr. Hawkins: There is no doubt the railways comply with the Act. 


Mr. CarveLi: Kvery man doing business has every reasonable facility for receiv- 
ing notice of an intended change of tariff, I would think. 


Mr. Hawkins: The large shippers receive the tariffs direct from the Freight 
Traffic Association. _ 

Mr. Carvett: Then they are public. You have thirty days opportunity, under 
this Act, in which to apply to the Board to register your objection. Is that not 
reasonable? 

Mr. Hawkins: We are not quarreling with that. That is not the point. The 
point is that we simply ask for an addition to clause 331 putting the onus on the rail- 
ways, when they make an application for an increase in rates, te prove the reason- 
ableness of their application. 

The CuairMAN: Perhaps some of the other gentlemen who are with you would 
like to be heard, Mr. Hawkins. 

Senator Epwarps: I do not know that it is a proper thing for me to express any 
opinion here, 

The CuatrMAn: It will be quite right, I am sure. 


Senator Epwarps: Because this is a Bill which will come before the Senate Com- 
mittee, and I would have to deal with it there on its merits. I do not know that I 
should take part in this discussion. 

Mr. Nessirr: If the Bill is not clear that where the railways ask for an increase 
of rates they should have to justify that increase in their application, I think we 
should make it clear. That seems only reasonable to me. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: There is no objection to that. When the lumbermen ask 
for a reduction, they must justify it as well. 

Mr. Hawks: We are quite agreeable to that. Any application made to the 
Board must be justified by the person or company making the application. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I move to that effect. 

Mr. Neszitt: On the contrary, if anybody applies for a reduction they must 


justify the reduction in their application. I think Mr. Johnston could draft an 
amendment. 


Mr. Buarr: That is in line practically, as I said the other day, with the practice 
now. 

The CuairMan: That is the present practice of the Board? 

Mr. Buatr: As I stated, all that the shipper is called upon to do is to make out 
a very slight prima facie case, and the onus is on the railways anyway. I do not know 
whether changing the Act is going to vary the practice to any extent. 

Mr. Nessitt: Mr. Blair, if it would not vary the practice, might it not as well be 
made clear? 

Mr. Buarr: What is the proposal ? 

2—30 


436 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT : 
* 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


My. Nespitt: As I understand it, it is that where any railway asks for an increased 
rate, with the application they should justify the proposed increase. I do not know 
that the clause does not make that clear, but if it does not, I think it should. 

The Cuamman: It is moved that Mr. Johnston be asked to draft an amendment. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: To the effect that the onus of proof will be on the person 
making application for an increase or reduction in rates. 

The CHamman: That persons making application before the Board for increase 
or decrease of rates must justify the application. 

Mr. Macponetu: On him shall rest the onus. 

Mr. Carveti: I would like to know just how this is going to work out. We know 
that in the operation of a railway they find it necessary to file special tariffs for one 
certain commodity, and that process is going on all the time. Now, upon whom will 
the Board serve notice if the railway company have got to justify? Of course they 
have to justify it before the Board, but somebody else ought to have notice and ought 
to show cause against their application. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We are not interfering with that. They would get notice. 

The CuatrMan: They would have thirty days’ notice under the section as it 
stands. 

Mr. Nespirr: The proposed amendment would not interfere with that at all. The 
regular notice would go on. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It would interfere in this way: automatically a great many 
ofi these tariffs come into force every day without an application and without a formal 
hearing. If you are going to compel either the lumber companies 

Mr. Nespirt: Does the Board put them into force? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: They go into effect under this Bill after thirty days’ notice 
has been given. Persons objecting to the tariff have ample opportunity to come to 
the Board and state their case in that time. If they do not do it the tariff goes into 
effect. If you are going to provide that in every case where a tariff is altered there 
must be a hearing, and the onus must be on one party or another, you are going to 
multiply the number of applications to the Board ad infinitum, and you are going to 
lay on the Board a burden that I do not see how any Board could bear. 

Mr. Carvett: That is the difficulty. A section of the Board would have to sit 
continually hearing railway officials. 

Mr. Hawkins: That would be only in eases where the tariff is objected to. 

Mr. Carvett: Oh, no, that is the law as provided under section 331. 

Mr. Hawkins: I am not legally trained, but the sense of our application is, that 
where a tariff filed by a railway company, or by the railway companies-— 

Mr. Bua: And there are hundreds and thousands of them. 

Mr. Hawkins: —is objected to, the case shall be put down for a hearing, and the 
railway making application for the increase shall justify the increase. 

Mr. Carveti: If it is objected to? 

Mr. Hawkins: Yes. 

Mr. Carvetiu: That is the law as provided under section 331. 

Mr. Hawkins: The onus to-day is on the people and not on the railway. 

Mr. Carvett: Would you go so far as to say that before any tariff can be put 
into force increasing a rate that the railway company must in some way justify the 
application ? 

Mr. Hawkins: Not at all. The mere fact of filing that application with the 


Board is sufficient notification to the general public. We would not for a moment 
consent to burden a railway to that extent. 
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Mr. CarvELy: You would be satisfied if a clause were put in that these tariffs 
should come into force automatically at the end of thirty days unless objected to? 


Mr. Hawkins: Even before or after the effective date of the tariff. 


Mr. CarveLL: You would only ask a hearing in those cases where there is an 
objection filed 2 


Mr. Hawkins: Precisely. 
Mr. Nespirr: You have that accorded you now. 


Mr. Hawkins: Coupled with that, the onus of proof must be on the one making 
the application. That is, an application for a reduction—which I have never heard 
of in my life on the part of the people—must be justified in the same way. 


Mr. Sincuair: Have you ever known of a case where a tariff was put into force 
that was objected to without some proof ? 


Mr. Hawkins: I did not get your point. 


Mr. Sivcnair: You say that the onus of proof is to be on the company when 
increases are to be made. Have you known of any case where the Railway Board have 
passed on a tariff approving of an increase where there was a contest, without proof 
being given to them by the railway to show that it is necessary ? 

Mr. Hawnins: I have not. I think it is only fair to say that wherever the public 
enters a protest the Board puts it down for a hearing. We have no difficulty of that 
kind. 

The Cuamman: The Board have the hearing. 

Mr. Hawkins: Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman: And they hear the objections that are likely to be made to the 
rates, do they not? : 

Mr. Hawnins: Yes. But we are in this position: it is physically impossible for 
shippers to demonstrate why the railways should not have an increase. That is the 
position we are put in every time. 

Mr. Sinciair: You should not be asked to do it. I can hardly conceive of the 
Board acting in case of a dispute without some evidence to justify their action. 

Mr. Hawkins: Both sides are heard, there is no doubt of that. We are not com- 
plaining that we do not get a fair show from the Board of Railway Commissioners. 
But we do say that where a railway, or the Freight Traftic Association, which is a 
combination of all the railroads, and, in passing, I might say that there is no com- 
petition in rates to-day in Canada, although we frequently hear about the competi- 
tion between the railways—when that association files a tariff increasing rates which 
tariff is objected to by the shippers, the railways should justify their application. 

The Cuamman: They surely do justify it or the Board would not pass the rate. 
Let us allow Mr. Blair a moment to explain 
‘ Mr. Buatr: Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, the practice, and the invariable 
practice of the Board is, as I stated to this Committee before, that when a protest 
against a special tariff effective such and such a date is filed, the only onus, the only 
burden, the only thing the Board asks the applicant or the shipper or whoever it 1s, 
to do is to make out some kind of a case before the Board casts upon the company, or 
requires the company, to show cause why that particular rate should be increased, or 
why the increase should be allowed. As I have also stated to the committee the prac- 
tice of the Board is very lenient in that respect. For example, if a shipper says that 
he has entered into a contract on the old rate basis, that is sufficient to satisfy the 
requirements of the Board, and the Board says to the railway: You have to justify 
or show cause for the increase you are asking for. That is the practice of the Board. 

The CHamman: Will the powers of the shipper be increased to any extent if the 
amendment as suggested is placed in the Bill? 
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Mr. Buair: I do not think it would. I am going to ask the Committee, Mr. 
Chairman, if they will, before amending this clause, give to me a draft of the pro- 
posed amendment and let me discuss it with our traffic officer and with the Board, 
and speak to the commiteee before the section is finally passed. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: That will be satisfactory. 

Mr. Carvett: I may not be here when this clause comes up again. I would have 
no objection whatever to incorporating in this section a clause providing that in case 
a proposed rate is objected to, the burden shall be upon the railway company or the 
person making application to substantiate it. I do not think that changes the prac- 
tice from what it has been. I can quite see the reasonableness of the attitude taken by 
Mr. Hawkins. A railway company asks to have a rate advanced, and they must 
advance some reason. If the person objecting were compelled beforehand to prove 
the absence of necessity for the change, I can see where he would be at a great disad- 
vantage, whereas the party asking to have the rate advanced has all the information 
within his power and can easily furnish the evidence in support of the application if 
such evidence exists. I have no objection to that part of it, but would object very 
seriously to a clause being put in this Act, providing that in every case where the rail- 
way company applies for an advance in the rates there must be a hearing and an adju- 
dication following on that application. 

Mr. Hawkins: What you have just stated covers our full request. 


The CHairMAn: Very well, then, Mr. Hawkins, Mr. Johnston will draft an 
amendment to cover the points suggested. 


Mr. Hawkins: And may we see that amendment when it is drafted? 


The Cuamman: Certainly. We will now proceed with the non-contentious 
clauses, and pass as many of them as we can this morning. The Hon. Mr. Lemieux, 
who proposes another amendment, is not present. 


On Section 392:—“Offences, penalties and other liability.” 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This is a new clause, which is calculated to give the Board 
broader powers in imposing penalties, and to make them more effective. 

Mr. Carvett: This is a pretty serious proposition, and I would like the Com- 
mittee to consider subsection 2 for a moment, wherein it provides that the superinten- 
dent of a company shall be guilty, the same as the president, vice-president, director 
and managing director, for disobedience to the orders of the Board. I can quite 
understand that the head of a company should be made amenable to any order of 
the Board and be liable to a penalty for neglecting or refusing to obey the order. 
The difficulty, however, is that in the operation of the railroad, the superintendent is 
merely a hired man, practically, of the railway company. I realize that the superin- 
tendent under this clause as it is drawn might obtain his immunity from penalties 
by saying “TI did all I could to obey the order, but I was overruled by my superior 
officers.” But that is putting the superintendent in a very difficult position, because 
if he throws back the responsibility upon his superior officers, it might be held up 
against him, and I would hesitate to vote for that clause, with the word “superin- 
tendent” in it. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You think it should be struck out? 


Mr. Carvett: I think it goes too far down the line, because, after all, the super- 
intendent has very little to say upon questions of policy; he has simply to carry out 
the instructions of the management. Section 3, I think, is all right. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: And your contention is to strike out the word “superin- 
tendent” ? 


Mr. Carvett: I bring it before the Committee for consideration. 
Hon. Mr. Cocurane: J think there is something in what you say. 
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The Cuamman: Mr. Blair, what have you to say about the proposal to strike out 
“superintendent” 2 


Mr. Brarr: I have no special instructions with reference to it. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is not a question specially for the Board, we are as well 
qualified as the Board to determine it. 


Mr. W. L. Best: If you strike out “superintendent,” why not strike out every 
one else in conuection with the railroad, and say that you cannot prosecute anybody 
for the violation of the order of the Board? Now the general superintendent of, say, 
the C.P.R. out of Ottawa, has jurisdiction from Montreal to Chalk River on the main 
line and on a number of branch lines, and his orders go. He is the man who is respon- 
sible practically to the directors and to the president. 

Hon. Mr. Cocrirane: Still he has to obey their orders. 


Mr. Best: He is also responsible, and he is the man who can determine what 
ought to be done and what ought not to be done, and if it is a case of the law saying 
that he must not do it he can say to the directors if they tell him to do it that it is 
against the law. 

Mr. Carvett: But what about the district or local superintendent? 

Mr. Best: The word “superintendent” might apply to the general superinten- 
dent or to the district superinténdent and that is why I object to its being struck out, 
there may be perhaps three or four superintendents under the General Superintendent. 
I would not mind if there were some modification of the subsection, so that the under- 
man, whether he be the divisional superintendent, or the trainmaster, would not be 
held responsible, because sometimes they call the trainmaster the assistant superin- 
tendent, and I have no objection to saying that that man should not be prosecuted, but 
the general superintendent should be liable to prosecution, because he has the power 
and he is the man who practically administers the law in the railway company in that 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. Carver: You know more about railway practice than I do, but is it not a 
fact that the general superintendent practically carries out the orders of his presi- 
dent or the management ? 

Mr. Best: But he is the man who proposes the appropriation, the amount of it, 
and the administration of the railway, and he has the power to enforce the orders of 
the Board. 

Mr. L. L. Pettier: Mr. Best is speaking for himself alone in this matter. 


Mr. Carveti: Then there is a division of opinion between the representatives of 
the brotherhoods on this question. 

Mr. Pe.tier: Not a division, but we are not entering into the discussion. 

Mr. Carvetut: I know that when I go to the superintendent in order to get some- 
thing done, I am invariably told that I shall have to go to the head office, that the 
superintendent has not the power to take action, but when I go to the head office action 
is taken at once. This should not include the divisional superintendent. 

Mr. Best: That is quite natural, but there have been many cases where, when 
our men complained to the superintendent, he replies: ‘I have to do that because it 
is the order of the Board.” Sometimes he puts the blame there where it should not be. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Fairweather suggests that the word “and” should be 
made “or” in the last line but one. As it stands now the superintendent can be 
acquitted if it is shown that he took all proper and necessary means to carry out such 
order, and also show that he was not at fault. - 

Mr. Carvett: That does not cover the point. 

Mr. Jounston: It he shows that he had to carry out the instructions of the Man- 
aging Director, would not that satisfy the Board? 
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Mr. Carvett: I do not know, the rules of the railroad are so strict that the 
divisional superintendent might not feel at liberty to say that he was carrying out 
instructions. : 

The CuamMan: That would not be the ease with the General Superintendent, 

Mr. Carvett: I would not object to the Chief Superintendent being specified. 

Mr. Nespirr: Unless he says he took all necessary precautions. 

Mr. Carvett: That would still put the burden on him to accept the responsi- 
bility or else throw it back on the management. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think I would strike it out altogether. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Strike out the words “ and superintendent.” 

Mr. Carveti: I move, seconded by the Minister of Railways, that the words “and 
superintendent ” be struck out in the 15th line. 

Mr. Nessirt: Before you strike that out, Mr. Minister, as far as my knowledge 
of railways goes, the effect will be to largely destroy the value of the clause. The 
superintendent, after all, is practically the boss, as far as he is allowed to be, by his 
superiors in his division. I do not believe it is practicable. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You are making the responsible officers of the railway 
liable, and he is not a responsible officer, only with regard to carrying out the orders 
he receives. 

Mr. Nessirt: Is it not a fact that one-half of the ordinary business carried on 
by the railway is within the jurisdiction of the superintendent without consulting his 
management. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: There is very little but what he has to carry out on certain 
lines, no doubt about it, but as far as the disobeying the orders of the Railway Board 
is concerned, I think it is a question where the railways ought to be punished, and 
not the official. 

The CHammMan: Is it the wish of the Committee that the words “and superin- 
tendent” be struck out—there is another suggestion, by Mr. Johnston, that the word 
“and” be inserted before the words “ Managing Director” in the fifth line of Sub- 
section 2. : 

Mr. Jounston: It will then read “and every Director and Managing Director.” 


Section adopted as amended. 


Mr. Nessirr: By subsection 3, of section 392, you are imposing a penalty upon 
the Mayor, Warden, Reeve or other head of a municipal corporation and every mem- 
ber of the council; what power have you to do that? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This is railway legislation. 


Mr. CarveLt: We are making it a quasi criminal act, under that subsection, and 
T think this Parliament has absolute jurisdiction in these matters. 


Mr. Nespirt: Who ‘would enforce it? 

Mr. CarveLL: The Provincial authorities. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: They ean do it. 

Mr. Carvett: Suppose you said you would bring a civil action against them. 
Then I think there would be very grave doubt of the jurisdiction of this Parliament to 
pass legislation of this kind. 

Mr. Nessirr: You make responsible the mayor, warden, reeve, and every member 
of the council, of a corporation disobeying the orders of the Board. 

Mr. Carvett: If such mayor, warden, or other person votes against the thing 
against which the Board’s order is directed, he is not responsible or in default. Just 


‘> ae 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 441 


APPENDIX No. 2 


the same as every other municipal officers he can say: “T did my best to prevent this 
offence being committed.” TI think such official is in a very different position alto- 
gether from the superintendent of a Sees who is compelled to take orders from 
somebody higher up. 


Section adopted. 


f 


On section 394—Stock and bond issues. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You will have to strike out that section to be consistent 
with what you have already done in striking out section 146, regulating the issue of 
securities. Section 394 is manifestly to implement section 146. Having struck out 
146, section 394 will have to be struck out also. You will remember, Mr. Carvell, it 
was upon this matter we heard Sir Henry Drayton, Chairman of the Board of Railway 
Commissioners. 

Mr. Carvett: I remember now. I was very much opposed to Sir Henry Drayton’s 
ideas, but my views did not prevail. 

The Cuairman: At any rate it is necessary that this section be struck out. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Yes, because it is only supplementary to section 146. 


Section struck out. 


On section 399—Removing industrial spurs. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is a new section. 
Mr. Carvett: I wish you would apply that to the Minister of Railways and bring 
him under its operation. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If you turn to section 188 we have there a new clause 
which says: (Reads) 


“No branch line or spur constructed pursuant to either of the last two 
preceding sections shall be removed without the consent of the Board.” 


Section 399 is supplementary to that and provides a penalty for the removal of 
a spur. 
Mr. CarvetL: That is all right. 


Section adopted. 


On section 402—Structures not in conformity with the Act. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The section is exactly as it was before, but it seems to me 
there is something in the last paragraph which should be struck out. As it read now 
the proviso is: (Reads) 


“Provided that nothing in this section shall apply to any bridge, tunnel, 
erection or structure over, through or under which no trains except such as are, 
under the provisions of this Act, exempted by the Board from such require- 
ments.” 


I confess I do not understand this language, I think the following words should be 
struck out: “Over, through or under which no trains except such as are, under the 
provisions of this Act.” The proviso as amended would then read: 


“Provided that nothing in this section shall apply to any bridge, tunnel, 
erection or structure exempted by the Board from such requirements.” 


Section as amended adopted. 
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On Section 433:—company carrying dangerous goods. 

Mr. Green: Why do you penalize the individual in $200 and the company in 
$5002 

Mr. Carvett: That first penalty is intended to discourage people taking explo- 
sives on the train. If a man takes a suitcase on the train full of explosives and the 
company know nothing about it, it is a serious offence. The other penalty is for 
carrying the goods. 

Mr. Nespitt: Let it go. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Both should be penalized very heavily. 


Section adopted. 


On Section 4387: statistics and returns: 
Failure to Furnish Returns to Minister. 
The CHairMan: This section merely asks for statistics and returns. It seems 
a reasonable clause. ; 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: How about that section being considered with 358, which 
deals with carriage by water? 


The CHairnman: You can have statistics without control, but you cannot have 
control without statistics. Surely it is not asking too much that we should have 
statistics. I gave*instances the other day where the representatives of the Marine 
Department, Customs Department and the Railway Department stated that it was 
impossible for them to furnish proper statistics, because they had not authority to get 
them. 


Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: That is all very well, but I would like to have the Act 
workmanlike when we are through with it. If the latter words of section 358 were 
struck out, which we discussed the other day at great length, then it will follow that 
carriers by water will not be subject to the Act. 


Mr. Green: This should stand until the other section is considered. 


Section allowed to stand. 


On section 395: purchase of railway securities :— 
Company Not to Purchase. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Fairweather suggests what he considers a necessary 
amendment to this Act. After the words in the first section “contrary to the provi- 
sions of this Act” insert the words “or the special Act.” 


Mr. Carveti: Yes, it gives the authority. 
Amendment adopted. 


On section 442: railway constables failing in duty. 
The CuamrMan: There is some correspondence as to section 442, and if the 
matter is contentious we might leave it over. 


Mr. Petrier: At page 299 of the proceedings of May 16, this correspondence has 
been printed. There is a memorandum signed by the four of us. 


The CuatrMAN: The correspondence covers 442, 449, 450 and 452. 


Mr. Carvett: I do not like subsection 3 and I suppose the reason is because I 
had a case in my own practice in regard to this question. It seems a hardship that 
a person can lay a charge against a man in Vancouver for an offence committed in 
Nova Scotia. As I construe this subsection, that may happen. It seems to me you 
should not go beyond the confines of the province anyway. 
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Hon. Mr. Cocuraye: If the trouble occurs in Nova Scotia, the complaint should 
be made there. 


Mr. Sixcram: These words might be changed and made to read “ where the offence 
was committed.” 


Mr. Carvett: I can understand, on account of local feeling that often exists 
against railways, you might have difficulty in getting a fair trial in the municipality 
in which the offence was committed, but, if you had the right to take it to any muni- 
cipality in the province you ought to be able to get round that difficulty. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I do not see any objection to that. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It would then read: “ Any offence under this section may 
be prosecuted and adjudged,” and strike out the words “ county, city, district, or other. 
local jurisdiction.” 


Mr. Carvett: You might be more particular and say: “ within any county, city, 
district, or other local jurisdiction in the province.” 

Mr. Jonnston: And add the words: “wherein the offence ‘was committed.” 

Mr. Pettier: What does that refer to? 

Mr. Carvett: To the venue or place where the trial may be held. 

Mr. Pettmr: As to whom? 

Mr. Carveti: A railway constable. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The words: “wherein the railway passes” will be struck 


Mr. Pettier: We have some objections to raise to this clause. I think there are 
other clauses relating to constables. Would it not be well to leave that amendment 
until we can discuss the clauses as a ‘whole? 


Mr. Carvett: I am agreed. 
The CHamRMAN: You would have no objection to that amendment. 


Mr. Pettier: I do not know, but I hope there will be some revision of all of them, 
and that point might come up. 


On section 443—Various offences.—Penalty. 
Mr. Carvetu: Has the suggestion ever been made to increase that penalty ? 
Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Is it not a pretty good one, $50? 


Mr. Carveti: I do not know. I know some places in Canada where many things 
happen on railways that ought not to. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What would you suggest? 

Mr. Carve: I would like to see the penalty made heavier. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: How much heavier? Would it have any better effect? 

Mr. Pe.tmer: The heavier the penalty, the more likely the conductor is to be 
lenient with the offender. 


Mr. Carveti: All right, I won’t press it. 


On section 444—Penalties not otherwise provided. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Is it not reasonable that contractors or any other person 
having to do with the railway should be made amenable to the Act? 


Mr. Nespitt: Why, Mr. Johnston? What has a contractor to do with the running 
of trains? 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: He has to see that the thing is fit to run if he is making 
alterations. 


444 SPEOIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY AOT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The contractor is not hurt unless he does something contrary 
to the provisions of the Act. 
Mr. Sincram: Does this refer to construction work? 
Hon. Mr. Cocurane: There are often repairs or works which a contractor gets the 
right to do, and he ought to be penalized for failure to take precautions. 
Mr. Carver: If he leaves gates open, tears down fences, and does not protect the 
railway property. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Why should he not be amenable? 
Mr. Carve: I think he should be. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It has been suggested that the word “regulations” should be 
added after the word “orders” in the seventh line of this clause. It would read then 
“or to the orders, regulations or directions of the Governor in Council.” I think that 
is proper, because in some places the word “regulation” is used. 

Section adopted as amended. 


On section 448—Procedure. 

Mr. Sivcitam: Subsection 4—leave of board required when penalty exceeds $100— 
is a pretty important subsection. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think it is all right. 

Section carried. 


On section 449—Appointment of railway constables. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Peltier wants to speak on this and the succeeding cognate 
sections. 

Mr. Carveti: In case I should not be here when this section comes up again in 
the committee, I would like to say that I have some doubts about the propriety of 
allowing the parish court commissioners in New Brunswick to appoint a constable to 
act on a railway. You have to know the method by which our parish court commis- 
sioners are appointed. I can best explain that by telling the committee what happened 
a great many years ago when a man went to Fredericton to be sworn in as a justice 
of the peace. When he came down to be qualified, the clerk said: “I can swear him in 
but God Almighty cannot qualify him.” These appointments are given because a man 
votes a certain way, and wants to have “J.P.” after his name. 

The CuarrmMan: How would you have it amended? 

Mr. Carve.u: By striking out the words, “or a commissioner of a parish court in 
the province of New Brunswick.” 

Mr. Sinciair: Cut it down to the county court, or two justices of the peace, or a 
stipendiary magistrate. 

Mr. Carvetu: I do not think it would help by having two justices of the peace. I 
would not object to a stipendiary magistrate. 

Sections 449, 450, 451, 452 and 453 stand. 


On Section 456. 

Mr. Bua: One of the members of the committee spoke to me about this section, 
but he is not here now, and I think he would like to have an opportunity of being 
present before it is finally adopted by the committee. Might I ask that consideration 
be allowed to stand over until he is present. 


THE CHAIRMAN: Who is the member? 
Mr. Buarm: Mr. Weichel. 


THe CuairmMan: As Mr. Weichel would like to have the consideration of this sec- 
tion stand over until he is present, we will allow it to stand in the meantime. 
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Mr. Carvetu: I suppose, Mr. Johnston, you have gone over this section and veri- 
fied the references 80 that everything is included. 


Mr. Jounston: I was just talking that over with Mr. Fairweather and we will 
have it checked up to see that nothing has been omitted. 


Mr. Carveti: I think, Mr. Chairman, this section had better stand until it has 


been checked up as there have been several amendments made which might possibly 
necessitate a change in it. 


Section stands. 


On Section 442. 


Mr. L. L. Pevtmr: Mr. Chairman, perhaps I might just remark in bringing this 
matter up before this Committee of Parliament, that we are not speaking only as 
representatives of Railway Brotherhoods, but as citizens of Canada. I have already 
put myself on record, as I pointed out to you, in the proceedings of May 16, No. 15, 
and J have nothing further to add, except that I may aid the committee to do some- 
thing whereby they may arrive at some practical method of overcoming what we con- 
ceive to be a wrong mode of procedure in certain cases. In the letter submitted by 
myself, together with the memorandum which we presented, we have made an effort 
to point out that we desire to prevent the growth here in Canada of a system that has 
grown up in the United States during industrial troubles. Each one of you knows 
about that, you have all heard and read enough of “gunmen” supplied by organiza- 
tions whose full duty appears to be, during a strike, to provide what they call gunmen 
for the purpose of protecting the company’s property instead of the state itself look- 
ing after the duties that ought properly to devolve upon it. 

Mr. Carvett: You mean that the company applies to some local authority like 
a Justice of the Peace to get a lot of men sworn in as special constables? 


Mr. Pextimr: I can give you a concrete example of what I allude to in this letter 
which I wrote on May 8rd, to the Chairman of this committee in which I say: 


As example of this your attention will be drawn to the report and recom- 
mendations of the Deputy Minister of Labour, Mr. Ackland, concerning a 
strike of the C. P. R. freight handlers at Fort William, in 1909. 


Because this is a personal matter, to the extent that it applies personally to myself, 
Mr. Best has agreed to place before you the explanation of that paragraph. Now, 
further down on the same page, the third paragraph, the letter says: 


“Your attention will be called to the fourth annual report of the Secretary 
of Labour, W. B. Wilson, Department of Labour, Washington, on this im- 
portant question, and his recommendations to Congress for remedial legisla- 
tion. This report emphasizes the deplorable industrial warfare, brought about 
by the failure of the civil authorities to assume their proper function, and we 
would sincerely deplore similar conditions obtaining as firm a foothold in our 
beloved Canada.” 


Mr. Lawrence will take that matter up. I am not going to delay you any more 
except that my name may be interjected into this subject when Mr. Best brings it up, 
and you may require information from me in connection with it which I shall be 
very pleased to give at that time. This being somewhat a matter of dispute, we would 
be glad if the committee would appoint a sub-committee to meet us, with Mr. John- 
ston, to see what we can do to remedy a difficulty of that kind and, if you decide to 
adopt this suggestion, we will be happy to do what we can in order to bring about 
a satisfactory settlement. : 
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The Cuamman: This memorandum and letter to which you refer, cover all your 
objections, do they not? ; 

Mr. Pevrmr: As far as I know—I am not a lawyer, and it is difficult for us 
to say just what clauses would have to be amended in order to give effect to the sug- 
gestion. 

Mr. W. L. Best: Mr. Chairman, and Gentlemen, as pointed out in the memoran- 
dum which we submitted, the suggestion has been made that the power to appoint 
special constables on the railway in cases of industrial disputes, should devolve 
entirely upon the civil authorities, and not upon the railway companies. That has 
been the suggestion. Mr. Peltier’s characteristic modesty would not permit him to 
dwell upon the events which occurred at Fort William, in 1909, when he happened 
to be the mayor of that town. Those events are reported very fully in the Labor 
Gazette issue of September of that year. They are to be found on pages 343 and 344 
of Volume 10. I am not going to read the whole statement, I will simply leave a copy 


of the proceedings. 


VOLUME 10. LABOUR GAZETTE. (Pages 343 and 344). 


SEPTEMBER, 1909. 
EXTRACT OF REPORT OF DEPUTY MINISTER OF LABOUR. 


PROGRESS OF THE DISPUTE. 


“ During the two or three days following immediately after the strike, more 
or less informal conferences took place between the representatives of the men 
and the officials of the Company. The Company is represented locally by Supt. 
J. Graham, but Mr. J. T. Arundel, General Superintendent of the Central Divi- 
sion of the Canadian Pacific Railway reached Fort William on Tuesday, August 
10, and Assistant General Manager Bury came to the scene of the dispute a day 
later. The higher officials assumed the direction of affairs, so far as the Com- 
pany was concerned, during their stay in Fort William. The demands of the 
men as formulated were briefly as follows :— 


1. An increase of pay; 2. An abolition of the bonus system; 3. Better 
treatment from the foremen. 


The strikers carefully picketed the approaches to the C.P.R. sheds from 
day to day, and it being reported that some of the strikers were carrying fire- 
arms, a search was made by the city police, one man, on whom was found a 
Colt’s revolver being arrested. Mr. L. L. Peletier, Mayor of Fort William, 
received a deputation of the strikers on Tuesday morning, August 10, at the 
City Hall, several hundred men being present. Bosco Dominico, an Italian, 
acted as interpreter, and set forth the demands of the men, and the mayor in 
reply, as reported in the local press, promised to do all that lay in his power to 
promote an understanding. He strongly condemned the carrying of firearms 
and urged that the men go back to work and leave the dispute to be discussed 
by a conciliation committee of which he was quite willing to be one. If this 
committee failed, the Mayor recommended that the dispute should be referred 
for adjustment under the Industrial Disputes Investigation Act, the nature of 
which he explained. 

The Mayor appears to have immediately commenced negotiations with the 
Company, and the differences were in a fair way to settlement without a refer- 
ence to the Industrial Disputes Investigation Act, when, on Thursday morning, 
August 12, an unfortunate incident occurred. About 30 special constables had 
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been brought down from Winnipeg by the C.P.R. management for the purpose 
of protecting the property of the Company. The constables were sworn in on 
Thursday morning before Magistrate Palling of Fort William, and taken to 
the Company’s boarding house near the freight sheds. The arrival of the 
special constables appears to have had an irritating effect on the strikers, some 
of whom believed or professed to believe that the new arrivals were strike 
breakers and not constables. 


COLLISION BETWEEN STRIKERS/AND CONSTABLES. 


The Company seems to have followed the customary procedure in this 
matter, and it has not been seriously suggested that the powers conferred upon 
them under such conditions by the Provincial law were in any way exceeded. It 
would seem possible, however, that a less prominent display of force would have 
been dictated by prudence and might have helped to avert the calamity that 
followed, and it is at least arguable whether the public interests do not demand 
such an amendment of the law as would require that the consent of the public 
officers responsible for the peace of the community should be procured before 
so large a body of armed men is brought within the limits of the municipality 
concerned. 

While the C.P.R. special constables were breakfasting, the strikers gathered 
around in considerable force and on the emergence of the constables an alterca- 
tion ensued, which developed quickly into the active use of firearms with the 
result that many persons were severely injured. Eleven constables were wounded 
and taken to the hospital, and several of the strikers are believed also to have 
been wounded and taken away by their comrades; no wounded strikers were 
taken to the hospital. Mayor Peltier, when the news of the shooting reached 
him, was in the act of negotiating a settlement with the C.P.R. officials enabling 
men to return to work immediately on improved terms, with a reference to the 
Industrial Disputes Investigation Act in the event of further grievances develop- 
ing. The mayor immediately proceeded to the scene of the outbreak and read 
the riot act and issued then the call for the militia, the magistrates signing the 
requisition with him being Messrs. Peter McKellar and G. W. Brown. A 
detachment 150 strong of the 96th regiment located in Fort William and Port 
Arthur were soon on duty and order was restored. Colonel Steele, D.O.C., who 
was in Port Arthur at the time of the affray, assumed command, and also 
brought down from Winnipeg seventy-five members of the Canadian Mounted 
Rifles.” 


It was the bringing in of thugs, or gun-men as they were proved to be, which, as a 
matter of fact, caused the bloodshed after the strike had occurred. That is to say, the 
proceedings were quiet until these outsiders were brought in. Had it been left to the 
Mayor and the local authorities to appoint special officers there would not have been 
any bloodshed on that occasion. That is evidenced, I think, by the report of the Deputy 
Minister of Labour, Mr. Ackland. What incited the strikers to rebellion was when 
they saw the strangers coming in. The disturbance was really against the bringing 
in of outsiders by the Railway Company. The civic authorities themselves pointed 
out that had additional local constables been appointed, if such were considered 
necessary, they would have acted with circumspection and no bloodshed would have 
occurred. 
Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Who would pay for the additional constables, the Railway 
Company ? 

Mr. Petter: Peace was being preserved by the strikers, and the city force was 
sufficient to deal with them. It would have cost the city authorities a great deal less 
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to have added the necessary number of constables than the expense they were put to 
by calling out the militia and bringing regular soldiers from Winnipeg at the insti- 
gation of the Railway Company. As it was, we were involved in an expenditure of 
thousands of dollars and forty men were shot, and as Mayor and a member of the 
Police Commission, I knew nothing until afterwards of the swearing in of special 
constables who had no local place or habitation. Our object is to put these facts 
before you, and then if we can have another meeting with you I am satisfied you 
will be prepared to meet us in that regard and to do what is in the public interest. 
We do not want anything but what is right. 

Mr. Sivcuar: Where were these strike-breakers sworn in? 

Mr. Pettimer: At Fort William. 


Mr. Sryvcrair: By the stipendiary magistrate ? 


Mr. Prttmr: The law says that the Company may do so and so through their 
officers, and it runs right down to “their agent,” which really means the agent of a 
detective company. 

Mr. Sinctair: Your contention is they should have called the Council together? 


Mr. Peitirr: My contention is they should have minded their own business. 
Under the law as it stands Railway Companies assume they must protect their own 
property and the officials, in this case, for fear something would happen had recourse 
to the procedure provided by law and brought these men in. I believe the Companies 
would be satisfied to be relieved of this reesponsibility and that the State should be 
responsible for protecting life and property through the regular medium. 

The CHamman: What have you to say to that, Mr. Seott? 


Mr. Pettier: The provision would not apply to the regular police of its own 
which a company may have on its line. 


Mr. W. L. Scorr, K.C.: I am not prepared to deal with this matter at all. I 
understood Mr. Chrysler would be here. 


The Caiman: Mr. Chrysler has not asked that the amendments should stand. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Chrysler is content with the section as it stands. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: Now the brotherhood representatives are asking for changes 
which are of the utmost importance and I do not think I should speak offhand for the 
railway companies on those changes. 


The CHatrMan: Messrs. Peltier and Best have made statements here, I should 
think the railways would be ready to answer them. 

Mr. Scort, K.C.: I do not want to be regarded as having spoken at all. I could 
say a great deal that would be obvious to every member of the Committee as to the 
absolute necessity of the companies being permitted to be in a position, as they now 
are under the law, to protect not only their own property, but the lives and property 
of the travelling public. Surely if this power is put into the hands of the municipalities 
it would be virtually entrusting it to the strikers themselves, and the companies would 
have no recourse or remedy. Take the Fort William case; Mr. Peltier was Mayor 
of the city, and presumably in sympathy with the strikers. 

Mr. Pettier: I object to that statement. 

Mr. Scott, K.C.: I am not casting any reflection on Mr. Peltier. 

Mr. Pettier: I object to any such statement as that going into the record. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: Mr. Peltier is here representing a union and it seems to me it 
follows from that, his sympathy would incline towards the strikers. 

Mr. Peurimr: The strikers were not unionised. 


Mr. Lawrence: I will detain you only a moment. Our organizations think that 
the onus for preserving the peace should naturally fall upon the municipalities. If 
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you take other industrial concerns, they do not hire detectives and swear them in as 
the railway companies do at the present time. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnranz: They do, for the protection of their own property. 

Mr. Lawrence: Yes, I know, but this is a serious question. There has been 
some disturbance already in Canada and we fear lest there be introduced into this 
country the methods which have grown up in the United States. Now, at the present 
time the oath which a constable, sworn in by a railway, has to take does not require 
him to swear that he is a British subject. We think that he should take such oath. 
Our opinion is that none but British subjects should hold such positions. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: There is no objection to that. 


Section amended so as to require a constable appointed to act upon a railway to 
swear that he is a British subject. 


Mr. Carvetn: Now you want to strike out the words “or Commissioner in a 
parish court of the Province of New Brunswick.” 

The Caiman: Then we strike out the words in the 5th line of this section “or 
a Commissioner in the parish court of the Province of New Brunswick.” 


Mr. Carveti: What does the Committee think of giving power to two justices 
of the peace? 


The CHatrMan: What is your objection ? 

Mr. Carvetu: The difficulty is that in Eastern Canada—and I presume it is true 
in many portions of Can 
whatever, but simply because they happen to have a political pull. 

The Cuairman: Why would two not be better than one? 

Mr. Carvett: They are better than one. 

How. Mr. Cocuraye: I think so. 


Mr. Carvetu: The first objection I made was to the parish court commissioner. 

Mr. Nessitt: I do not know anything about him. 

THe CHARMAN: Haye you any other objection? 

Mr. Lawrence: That is one principle—along that line. I have the annual report 
of the Secretary of Labour of the United States. He goes into this ease quite fully, 
and he mentions a number of cases, and they are described as “private warfare and 
labour.” A lot of people go round the country, to the railway companies and others, 
seeking to be hired, and these people are sworn in as constables. They are nothing 
less than common thugs, and care no more for human life than they do for the life 
of a brute, and in many eases not as much. We are afraid a condition like that will 
grow up in Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: In Canada the constables must be British subjects. 

Mr. Lawrence: If they take the oath that they are British subjects and they are 
not, we can take care of them afterwards. 

THe CHAIRMAN: What other objection have you? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Lawrence objects that the persons named in Section 
449 should have power to appoint constables during industrial disputes on applica- 
tion to the Minister. 

Mr. Lawrence: Our principal objection is to their being hired wholesale, when 
other men can be secured in most cases to keep the peace without hiring such men 
as these. 

Mr. Carvett: Would you go so far as to say that a county court or superior 
court judge should swear in such constables? 
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Mr. Lawrence: We object to their being hired in any case. They are men who 
make a business of doing this. 

Mr. Nessrrr: You object to the railway hiring these men in the case of a strike, 
but not to the employment of these men in the ordinary course of business? 

Mr. Lawrence: Yes, sir. I am not objecting to the regular railway constables, 
but to the bringing of constables in wholesale, by the hundreds. 

Mr. Srvcrair: It would be necessary to make application under your proposal? 

Mr. Lawrence: We think the municipal authorities, or those who keep peace at 
regular times, are the proper authorities to keep peace in times of industrial 
disputes. : 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The ordinary police force would not be sufficient to handle 
a serious strike. 


Mr. Lawrencr: Not in the majority of cases. Something might be drafted, as 
Mr. Peltier suggests, whereby the people would be protected, and the railway not 
allowed to hire constables wholesale. As some one said, maybe a county court judge 
would be a proper authority. I have not seriously considered that; I do not object to 
it; it might get over the difficulty. 

Mr. Srycuair: Even if the railway made the application ? 


Mr. Lawrence: Yes. We are not objecting to order being kept. It is the proper 
way of doing it, that is all. I would like to make a further comment. In the depart- 
mental recommendations of the Secretary of Labour of the United States his report 
comments as follows :— 


In previous reports I have urged federal legislation against these private 
wars that have come to be almost invariable feature of disputes between large 
corporations, especially those that enjoy public privileges, and their employees. 
On this point, in my first annual report, I submitted the following considera- 
tions, to which I again earnestly ask the attention of Congress. 


Then he goes on to cite typical instances, the Colorado coal strike, the Pere 
Marquette Railroad strike, and the Calumet Copper strike. 


Mr. Nespitr: We have caught the drift of your objections, and I think they are 
sound in every way. 


Mr. Lawrence: I have here a list of states which have laws prohibiting the bring- 
ing in of armed guards in industrial disputes. I will hand this list in. 
Statement filed as follows :— 
Prohibition of Armed Guards in Industrial Disputes. 


With regard to the prohibition of armed guards in industrial disputes, it 
does not appear that Congress has yet passed legislation of this character. The 
following states, however, have laws relating to the prohibition of armed guards 
within the state, or the bringing of armed guards from outside a given state. 


Massachusetts—Employers may arm regular employees only—non-residents. 

Washington—All armed bodies forbidden. 

Wisconsin—Forbidden unless authorized by laws of the State. 

Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, Missouri, Oklahoma, Tennessee—Bringing in armed 
guards from outside the State is forbidden. 

I think you understand our objections. If something can be drafted that will cover 

them, we will appreciate it very much. 

Mr. L. L. Petter: I would like to remark that a citizen of Canada may be a 
member of a labour organization and yet be a law-abiding arid good citizen of the 
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country. I object to any one characterizing me, as a member of a labour organization, 
being in sympathy with— 

The Cuamman: Mr. Scott did not intend to reflect in any way. 

Mr. Pextier: In forty years, I have never known any matter suggested by our 
organizations that was not fought by the railways, whether these were for the benefit 
of the public or for the benefit of the railway employees. The records show it. And 
frequently they have fought against their own best interests. Now, we will revert 
to this— 

The Cuairman: We are discussing this clause. 

Mr. Pettier: I intend to discuss it now. On the heads of men who persist in 
continuing this situation will fall probably the responsibility for the slaughter of 
citizens of Canada. The next few years are going to be revolutionary years. <A 
muncipality has not only a right to increase its police force, it has a right to call 
on the militia and the permanent force if necessary. Why should the Dominion 
of Canada farm out its authority to any corporation? Is that the way to gain the 
good-will of the workingmen of Canada? Let me refer to the case of the Fort Wil- 
liam strike, where two, at least, were killed, and thirty or forty wounded, as you will 
see by Mr. Acland’s report. The railway companies brought in their constables and 
planted them right in the foreign district. There was trouble immediately. There 
had been no trouble with the police in the previous ten days in which the strike had 
been going on. The peace had been kept. I was down there every night in that 
district among the men. We were on the point of settling the difficulty. The rail- 
road companies brought these men in and planted them in the foreign district, and 
the trouble started. When the trouble started these men were surrounded. They 
were in a couple of box cars, and they were liable to be. slaughtered there during the 
night. It was my duty to protect them and keep the peace, so I called out the militia. 
When I walked down there with Colonel Steele, who happened to be in command, 
the men in the foreign district took off their hats to the soldiers; there was no trouble 
at all. That is all I have to say. : 

The Cuairman: What words in this clause do you wish struck out or added? 

Mr. Petter: No railway company should have the authority to engage these 
men except upon application to, and with the consent of, the civie authorities. Surely 
the city of Fort William had the right to be consulted before they were put to an 
expense of nine or ten thousand dollars, and to have some say as to where these men, 
if brought in, were to be located. The Bill gives authority to the company and its 
constables to have jurisdiction within a quarter of a mile of the tracks. That would 
mean that if constables were at the central station here, they would have jurisdiction 
over the heads of the Ottawa police within a quarter of a mile of the station on 
Sparks street, for instance. This only tends to have the city avoid its own responsi- 
bility. 

The Caiman: Have you looked into that clause to see where an amendment can 
be added or struck out? 

Mr. Peutier: I have not presumed to tell the committee what should be done. I 
am willing to go with any member of the committee, and be the most reasonable man 
you ever saw, if you can just put some remedial measures in there. 

The CHamman: Would it not be possible for Mr. Johnston and Mr. Peltier to 
confer about this clause? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I would like to get the idea of the committee. -Is it desired 
that the right of the railway company to make recommendations should be struck out? 

Mr. Nespitr: No, not to make recommendations. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You see, Mr. Carvell, the clause reads that a superior or 
county court judge, or the other persons mentioned, ‘‘may, on the application of the 
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company or any clerk or agent of the company, appoint any persons who are British 
subjects recommended for that purpose by such company, clerk, or agent, to act as 
constables on and along such railway.” 

Mr. Carvetu: I think that is all right. I would like to express my opinion. I 
am not in harmony with the Brotherhood men who say that the railway company 
should not have any right to apply to somebody for the purpose of having special men 
appointed in ease of difficulty. 

Mr. Lawrence: You have misunderstood us. 

Mr. Carve.u: I am not in harmony with that view. 

Mr. Lawrence: We are not either. 

Mr. Carvett: Neither am I in harmony with the idea that this whole thing 
should be left to the municipal authorities. Ssometimes they are very slow to act. I 
think the railway companies should have the right to apply to some authority to appoint 
men for this particular purpose, and I would like to see the list of authorities who have 
the right to make the appointment limited to men of such high standing that there 
would be no abuse of the powers intended to be granted by this section. With that 
view in mind, I asked to have one class of men in my own province struck out, who, in 
my opinion, would not be a proper class to make such appointments. 

Mr. Pettier: In this instance, at Fort William the judge of the district, under 
the laws of Ontario was a member of the Police Commission, the police magistrate, 
aud the mayor were also members and we did not know anything about it; do you 
think that is right? 

Mr. Carevit: I do not know about that, that is not the point to which I was 
referring. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is changed now, and the railway company have to. 
go to the judge. 

Mr. Carve.i: I think the railway company should have power to go to somebody 
and make application for the appointment of special constables, and that person 
should be a man of such importance and standing that he would not make the 
appointment without due inquiry and without being satisfied as to the necessity of 
coing so. The difficulty now is that the railway company goes to a magistrate or 
two magistrates, and those magistrates are susceptible to the flattery and influence 
of the railway company so that the company may prevail upon them to appoint the 
very men to whom Mr. Peltier objects. If that power is confined to a judge of the 
Superior Court, or to a stipendiary or Police Magistrate there would not be the same 
objection. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: What about the Clerk of the Peace? 


Mr. Carvett: I do not know about the other provision but in my province the 
Clerk of the Peace is a very unimportant official; he may be of more importance in 
some of the other provinces, I cannot say as to that, but in my own province I 
would like to see the power confined to a judge of the Superior Court, or to a 
stipendiary or Police Magistrate. 

Mr. Nessirr: I would suggest that you deal with the strike problem separately, 
and in that case make the appointment of special constables subject to the consent of 
the community. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: I would like to point out that in many cases there will not-be 
any Superior or County Court Judge, or Stipendiary or Police Magistrate available 
in the district. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: In that case there will not be very much of a strike there. 


Mr. Scorr, It is not a question of a strike alone, but supposing a train is going 
to be attacked or held up and it is necessary to swear special constables promptly. 


—- ze aa 
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There are many cases where it is necessary to have special constables, other than in 
the case of a strike, and if you strike out the provision that a Justice of the Peace 
may make the appointment we will not be able to get any special constables at all in 
some places. 

Mr. Nessirr: Although the Justices of the Peace are appointed politically in 
my part of ‘the country, they are all pretty decent chaps, and men of more or less 
substance, and I would not have any objection, under ordinary circumstances, to 
giving them the power. 

Mr. Best: I would suggest that the following subsection be added to section 
449 :— 


Provided that no such person shall be appointed to act as constable with- 
out the consent of the Mayor, Reeve, or other officer in the city, town or muni- 
cipality, in which such appointment is to be made. 


Mr. Nessirr: J think we had better leave it as it is. 

The CHamman: Why not allow Mr. Johnston, Mr. Scott and Mr. Peltier to 
meet and draft an amendment which will be satisfactory, so that the Committee 
may have it before them in concise form. 

Mr. Pettrrer: That proposition will be quite satisfactory. 

Suggestion by the Chairman agreed to. 


Committee adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Housr or Commons, 
May 29, 1917. 


The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m., the Chairman, Mr. Armstrong, presiding. 


The Cuamrman: Section 373—I understand that the representatives from Ontario 
are here in connection with the question between the city of Toronto and the Niagara 
Power Company; Mr. McCarthy has already sent in his argument, the representatives 
of the Province have replied in writing, and I understand that Mr. Anglin, K.C. is 
here who wishes to be heard for a few minutes. I might also state that the representa- 
tives of the Trust Companies and the bondholders of the Niagara Power Company have 
also placed in writing statements before the Committee. 

Mr. W. F. Mactan: Are we going to hear all the arguments over again. 

The CHairmMan: No. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I move that Mr. Anglin be heard. 

Mr. ArtHur Anouin. K.C.: Mr. Chairman, if 1 may make a request before 
speaking, which I will do very briefly, I would ask that you would listen for a 
moment, to Mr. MacKelean, who is here representing the National Trust Company, 
Limited, mortgagee, and wants to say a word in support of the written communication 
he has filed. I had intended to follow him for the British Empire Trust Company, 
Limited, an English Trust Company, also trustees of debenture stock, the equivalent 
of bonds, and I will be very brief. ’ 

The CuatrMan: Is it the wish of the Committee that Mr. MacKelean be heard. 


: 


Suggestion concurred in by the Committee. 


The Cuamman: Whom do you represent, Mr. MacKelean ? 

Mr. Frank R. MacKetucan: I represent the National Trust Company, Limited, 
of Toronto, who are the trustees under bond mortgage securing the bonds, of the 
Electrical Development Company of Ontario, Limited. The total outstanding issue 
of these bonds, as stated in the letter I have handed to you, sir, is over $9,000,000. 
The bulk of these bonds are held in England. As security for these bonds there is 
deposited with the National Trust Company as trustee, the whole of the bonds of the 
Toronto and Niagara Power Company and the whole of its capital stock. The trans- 
mission line and the rights, powers and franchise of the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company are therefore the central element in the security of these British investors 
who hold bonds of the Electrical Development Company. What we are here for 
to-day is not to presume to urge any consideration on this Committee as to what 
Dominion Legislation there should be but simply to ask that the Parliament of 
Canada keep faith with these British bondholders who have invested their money 
in this undertaking on the faith of the rights and powers which were given by 
the special charter to the Toronto and Niagara Company. It is plain, sir, and hardly 
necessary for me to say so, that if the power of distribution is taken away from the 
Toronto and Niagara Power Company, all the millions of dollars which have been 
invested in the Development plant and in the transmission line, are practically lost 

Mr. Carvett: What section, or portion of a section, in this Bill, do you consider 
would take away your right of distribution? 

Mr. MacKetcan: Section 373, right down to the end. As the matter stands now— 
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The Cruamman: What subsection of the section ? 

Mr. MacKetcan: In particular subsection 2 of section 373. The Toronto 
and Niagara Power Company, as the matter stands now, have the right without the 
consent of anybody—it having obtained the necessary authority from the Parliament 
of Canada—to erect its poles and string its wires for the purpose of transmission and 
distribution. That right I can state to you, sir, as a matter of fact, was taken into 
consideration and deemed to be of very great importance at the time the bonds of 
the Electrical Development Company were issued, and it is a fact that those who 
_ invested in these securities relied: on the existence of that clause. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurans: What evidence have you that the British investor put 
his faith in that clause? : 

Mr. MacKetoan: I have only this evidence: that our general manager, before 
I came here, told me that I could state it as a matter of fact. It was before my 
connection with the Company, so that I cannot presume to state it of my own 
knowledge. 

- Mr. Sinciair: Do you object to giving power to the municipalities ? 


Mr. MacKertcan: We object to your taking away the security which the bond- 
holders now possess in respect of the right to deliver their power. If that right 18 
taken away all the capital expenditure which has been made on this transmission 
line will be absolutely lost. 

_ Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Then you will only have Toronto as a customer in that 
loss. 


Mr. MacKetcan: I do not know what the result may be. As the matter stands 
to-day we are secure. Parliament has given the company the right to distribute this 
power, but if this right is taken away from us the bondholders will not know where 
they are. 


Mr. Macponeti: As I understand it, what you are asking for is power to enter 
municipalities and sell power without their consent. 

Mr. MackKetcan: We are only asking that you take away nothing which we 
now have. 

Mr. Macponett: That is what you are contending for, the preservation of 
those rights. 

Mr. MacKetcan: ‘The preservation of existing rights as long as our bonds are 
outstanding. We are not objecting on behalf of the company in any sense, to any 
legislation you may pass as long as the rights of the bondholders are preserved. 

Mr. Mactran: You say that there is a public service, and in connection with that 
you get certain rights, that Parliament has given you those rights and they have no 
right to interfere in the public interest in the working out of a utility of that kind. 

Mr. MacKeican: No doubt it is right to interfere, but we must be protected. 
As I said before, we are not objecting to any legislation on general grounds, but we are 
only asserting a right that these bondholders be protected. 

Mr. Srvexair: Do you claim your franchise is perpetual ? 

Mr. MacKertcan: No, we do not care whether it exists after the bonds are retired. 
That is what we are interested in. 

Mr. MacponeLt: What do you suggest should be done in a general Act of Parlia- 
ment to protect the bondholders ? 

Mr. MacKetcan: I suggest that this legislation be qualified, and that it be not 
effectual with regard to this company so long as these bonds are outstanding. 

Mr. Mactean: You think that should go into the Act? 
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Mr. MacKrtcan: That would be nothing more than the Parliament of Canada 
keeping faith with the British investor, and I submit when these people invested their 
money in a British undertaking in a country, part of the British Empire, and a country 
governed by constitutional principles, they surely were justified in feeling that their 
rights were sacred and would not be taken away by an Act of Parliament. 

Mr. Carvetn: In what way does the proposed amendment to subsection 2 change 
the statute as it now stands? 

Mr. MacKeican: It takes away the right to construct a transmission line and 
to distribute power. p 

Mr. Macponet: Without the consent of the municipality ? 

Mr. MackKetcan: Yes. 

Mr. Garvett: There has been a decision of the Privy Council which provides that, 
as the law now stands, you have a right to go into any municipality without the consent 
of that municipality. ; 


Mr. MacKetcan: The company has that right. 

Mr. Carvett: But as subsection 2 has been drafted it takes away that right, and 
you must get the consent of the municipality. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Hereafter. 

Mr. Carveti: Is that the real. issue? 

Mr. MacKetcan: Yes. 


Mr. CarveLt: The question comes up whether we should interfere with the section 
at all, or make a law that hereafter you must go to the municipality, or whether we 
make the provision retroactive. Is that right? 


Mr. MacKetcan: No, that is not the point. So far as this company is concerned, 
if you prohibit its right for future construction and distribution, it is very possible 
you will utterly destroy the security of the bondholders. 


Mr. Arruur Ancuin, K.C.: I do not propose to add more than a word to what Mr. 
MacKelcan has said. I represent the British Empire Trust Company, Limited, of 
London, England. The Company are trustees for the debenture stockholders of the 
Toronto Power Company, Limited, under a trust deed which is dated~July 27, 1911. 
That debenture stock was put on the British market—not on the Canadian market. 
It is not repayable until 1941, and the amount at present outstanding considerably 
exceeds $15,000,000. I use the round figure as being easier to retain. = 


Mr. Mactean: What franchise does that cover? 


Mr. Ancuiy, K.C.: I was just about to state that. A very important part of the 
security which is mortgaged to secure that $15,000,000 of debenture stock consists of 
bonds and shares in the capital stock of the Electrical Development Company, Limited, 
whose bond trustee is the National Trust Company, represented by Mr. MacKelcan. 
Those bonds and that stock of the Electrical Development Company, Limited, depend 
for their value very largely, if not altogether, upon the value of the stock and bonds of 
the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, Limited, all of which stock and bonds as 
Mr. MacKelean told you, are owned by the Electrical Development Company, Limited. 


Mr. Mactean: Some of those securities overlap the other. 


Mr. Aneuiy, K.C.: I would not call it that, but I think probably it amounts to 
the same thing. The Toronto and Niagara Power Company, the company which will 
be affected by your legislation if it goes through as it stands, has a bond issue and has 
its capital stock of course. All of these bonds and capital stock are owned by the 
Electrical Development Company, Limited, and are pledged to secure the bonds 
of the Electrical Development Company, Limited. Then, in turn, the bonds and 
stock—not all, but a very large amount, $5,000,000 and more of stock, and $5,000,000 
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and more of bonds—of the Electrical Development Company, Limited, are pledged to 
my clients, the British Empire Trust Company, Limited, to secure the debenture 
stock of that company. So that when you get it worked out, you find that the debenture 
stockholders, whom J represent through the trustee, the British Debenture Stockholders 
of the aie Power Company, depend for the repayment in 1941 of their $15,000,000 
of bonds, the reserved balance of the stock and bonds of the Toronto and Niagara 
Power Company. That is all that I want to make plain. 


Mr. Carvetu: I think it is your duty to show us wherein this proposed legislation 
will affect the power of this industry or enterprise to repay these bonds and the stock. 


Mr. Ancuin, K.C.: I was about passing on to that, as soon as I made the position of 
those I represent as plain as I was able to do. The Toronto and Niagara Power Com- 
pany, as Mr. MacKelean explained, has a special charter granted by this Parliament 
years ago—I think it was in 1902, or thereabouts—and the matter has been settled, as 
was mentioned a moment ago, by the judgment of the Privy Council. That charter 
stated in plain terms the company’s right to go upon the streets of municipalities 
throughout Canada, for the purpose of distributing the current which it brings to 
those municipalities by its transmission line which it also has ample power to erect. 
At the time the underlying bonds were issued, of course there were no transmission 
lines and there was no distribution, It was the proceeds of those underlying bonds 
which built those lines. But the right of the company to further build exists to-day, 
and the right to increase its distribution from the transmission lines in existence 
to-day also still exists. Mr. MacKelean has referred to section 373, and some other 
amendments which I understand are not in print, but have been suggested here from 
other sources, and this proposed legislation would take away from any such company, 
whether incorporated by special Act or otherwise, and notwithstanding the provisions 
of its special Act, those powers which, in our case, unquestionably exists to go upon the 
streets of a municipality with its distributing lines, whether above or below the street, 
whether overhead or underground, unless certain consents be had or orders ultimately 
be obtained. Now, for the British Empire Trust Company and for the debenture stock- 
holders, whom they are in duty bound, as far as they can, to protect, our submission 
is that, whether or not it was wise for the Parliament of Canada in 1902, if that was 
the year, to have given to this company the powers it gave, and whether or not it would 
now be in some measure desirable in the public interest that those powers should be 
curtailed or impaired, or injuriously affected, we submit that while these bonds and 
while this debenture stock is outstanding and unpaid, the rights which existed when 
the British public made its investment, and, as my friend said, which were to a large 
extent, although not solely, the basis of that investment, should not be curbed, impaired, 
curtailed, or taken away. That is our statement, and nothing more or less. 


Mr. Carvetu: Just a minute, because I think you will pardon me for trying to get 
us back to the subject. Would your clients have any objection to allowing any ques- 
tion between the en abin, and the company to be decided by the Railway Board 
of Canada? 

Mr. Aneuty, K.C.: My clients, as I understand my instructions, are simply 
trustees; they are not in a position to do what might be done by the company if it 
alone were concerned. They must preserve, as far as in them lies, the securities for 
their debenture stockholders intact. They say that anything which lessens that security, 
and which is brought about by action of the Canadian Parliament, is a thing which 
should not be done. I am instructed that to take away from this company this power 
and to inject into the situation the question of the consent of the municipality, or 
even the order of the Railway Board, would affect their security. And I want to say, 
so that there may be no misapprehension, that that effect would be a double effect. 
It is not.merely a question whether in 1941 there will be enough left to pay these bonds, 
although that question is a serious one; there is the other question of the market 
value of these bonds in the meantime, that also may be affected, and those of the 
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bondholders who have to sell in the interval may be affected if this legislation goes 
through. 

Mr. Macuean: The railways have made bond issues which have been secured, I 
suppose, by mortgages in trust companies, and the railways who have issued these 
bonds have come under the jurisdiction of the Railway Commissioners and 
our Railway Act, and their rights are constantly being affected. Do you say that there 
is a special sanctity pertaining to bond issues in connection with transmission lines 
of power companies that is greater than the sanctity pertaining to the bond issue of a 
railway company, because I suspect that their rights are constantly interfered with by 
the general legislation under this Act. I want to get at whether you think there is 
a special sanctity in connection with the bonds of power companies as compared with 
those of railway companies. : 


Mr. Ancu, K.C.: There is, Mr. Maclean, broadly this difference. The railways, 
most of them at all events,—I do not know that I am old enough to speak of all of 
them—were incorporated with reference to the general Railway Act as it stood from 
time to time. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Not those incorporated before the Railway Board was estab- 
lished. 


Mr. Anoury, K.C.: Well, Mr. Cochrane, those were incorporated with reference 
to the control which was previously exercised by the Railway Committee of the Privy 
Council, whose legitimate successor after all the Railway Board is; and even in my 
memory railways were constantly before the Railway Committee which dealt with 
various regulative provisions of the Railway Act. The Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company is not really of that class. It has some features, of course, of similarity to 
those of railway companies, but it is not founded in its origin on the same broad class. 
At all events, for the bondholders I merely submit that they made their advances in 
the way I have stated, and so far as they are concerned, and while these bonds exist, 
their security should not be impaired. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, 
for this hearing. 


Mr. Macponatp: I would move that Mr. Kilmer be heard representing the province 
of Ontario, and any other interest that may be here. 


Mr. Carverit: We know the matters under contention. We know that the Hydro- 
Electric and the Toronto and Niagara Company are quarrelling, and they want us to 
settle the dispute. 

Mr. Gro. H. Kinmer, K.C.: This is not new legislation. Since 1903 the Railway 
Act has given to municipalities the right to control the distribution systems. It is 
only a question of making legislation which has existed for this number of years 
effective. That is all we ask. It is not new. 

Mr. Mactean: And to make it more general ? 


Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: It is to make effective the law which already exists. Now, 
these bondholders that Mr. Anglin has spoken of to-day did not know they had these 
rights, and never dreamed of these rights, until after judgment of the Privy Council 
in 1912, long after their money had been spent. They have not ever attempted, and 
they had not attempted at that time, to exercise any of those rights at all. The Court 
of Appeal thought that your legislation had been effective to protect the municipalities; 
the Privy Council thought it was not. All these power companies. are restrained 
by special clauses, known as the standard clauses, and so far as we know the only 
company that has escaped through that net and got into the municipalities is the 
Toronto and Niagara Power Company. That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Carvetu: Is it a fact that the Toronto and Niagara Power Company: is in as 
favourable position to do business as the Hydro-Electric? 

Mr. Kirmer. K.C.: They are in a very much more favourable position. 
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Mr. Maciean: Even under this proposed legislation ? 
Mr. KiiMer, K.C.: Even then they will be fairly even, but the Hydro-Electrie will 
still have a little extra trouble to get into a municipality. 
Mr. Nespirr: How? 
Mr. Kitmer, K.C. The Hydro-Electric has to have by-laws passed and more 
preliminary arrangements with the municipality. 
Mr. CaRVELL: Does not the Hydro have the right to construct its lines into a 
municipality without the consent of the people? 
Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: No, it has to go to the people. I am not speaking for the 
Hydro-Electric, but I know the Hydro-Electric have to secure by-laws. 

Mr. Nessitt: Under this proposed legislation then, they would be practically even. 
The Toronto and Niagara Power Company would also have to get a by-law. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Does not the Hydro-Electric Act provide the necessary 
authorization ? 

Mr. Kivmer, K.C.: I do not think so. They have to have a by-law passed by the 
people. 


The Cuairman: The answer to Mr. McCarthy’s arguments I understand has been 
submitted in writing. 


Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: Not on this point. This legislation is not new. We are asking 
you to make effective what already exists, and what the Court of Appeal thought was 
effective, but which the Privy Council thought was not effective. 

Mr. Nespirr: You are asking us to make it retroactive? 

Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: For that reason, sir. 

Mr. Nessrrr: We have put these municipal clauses into the Railway Bills. 

Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: The Toronto and Niagara Power Company is the only com- 
pany that has escaped the net. 

Mr. Nessirr: You are asking to make it retroactive? 

Mr. Kiumer, K.C.: For this reason. 

Mr. Srycrair: If we do so it will reverse the decision of the Privy Council. 

Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: No. That did not apply to distribution systems. We do not 
wish to interfere with the provisions as to transmission lines, but only to control 
the distribution systems. The provisions of the present law cover this principle, and 
we ask only to make that effective. Another thing, the Electrical Development Com- 
pany own all the bonds and stock of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company; the 
Toronto Power Company own all the voting capital stock, and over 50 per cent of 
the Electrical Development Company. The Toronto Power Company own “All the 
Toronto Electric Light Company bonds and stocks and the Toronto Railway Company 
own all the stocks of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company. I am speaking on 
behalf of Mr. Harris avho does not wish to take up the time of the Committee, and 
the situation is that*it is not the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, but the 
Toronto Railway Company that seeks to exercise the powers objected to. 

Mr. Mactean: Would al! the other companies who are now under the Act, if they 
were to get under the wings of this company for whom Mr. Anglin was speaking here 
to-day,. all get away from the provisions of this Act. 

Mr. Kivmer, K.C.: Yes, they would have a perpetual franchise in every city and 
town in Canada. 

The Cuairman: Mr. Harris is here representing the city of Toronto; is it the 
pleasure of the Committee to hear Mr. Harris? 

Mr. Roranp Harris, Commissioner of Works, Toronto: Mr. Chairman and gen- 
tlemen, the Toronto Electric Light Company have a terminable franchise in the city 
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of Toronto which expires in 1919, and the city of Toronto have the right to buy 
them out at that time. The underground system is there by agreement, the poles, 
overhead, are there in greater part, the Privy Council has ruled, improperly the To- 
ronto and Niagara Power Company and the Toronto Electric Light Company have 
come here, and, as has been stated at the last meeting of this Committee they seek 
to make perpetual the franchise of the Toronto Electric Light Co., which terminates 
in 1919, and which we have the right to acquire in that year. On the other hand, if 
the city of Toronto, in 1919, pay this money over to the Toronto Electrie Light Co. 
for acquiring the assets of that company, the same day, or the next day, the Toronto 
and Niagara Power Company would, under their claim, have the right to come and 
absolutely parallel our lines and destroy the value of our investment. This com- 
pany seeks to convert a terminable franchise which they now enjoy into a perpetual 
franchise enabling them to parallel our lines in the city of Toronto, and that applies 
not only to the city of Toronto, but to every other town and city in the Dominion of 
Canada, and in every municipality in which they may acquire, as they have the right 
to acquire, any company for the transmission of any form of power. 

Mr. Carvert: Have you any objection to the provisions of subsection 2, which 
leaves the whole matter to the Railway Board. 

: Mr. Harris: Insofar as the transmission line is concerned, we have not, but inso- 
far as the distribution lines are concerned we think that the general practice should 
be followed, and it should be made entirely with the consent of the municipal powers. 

The Cuaiman: Mr. Hannigan of Guelph, is here, and would like to be heard. 

Mr. Hannican: I represent the municipalities in the province of Ontario who are 
engaged in the distribution of power as a municipal undertaking, and they feel that 
it is not in their interests that this company should have the rights they claim have 
been grantéd under this charter. In 1902, as you know, this Act was passed and since 
that time the municipalities have gone into the distribution of power, and that has 
involved the investment of a capital liability of a great many million dollars. This 
liability has been ineurred without the municipality believing that this company had 
the rights claimed by it. If the company is allowed to go ahead and parallel the lines 
erected by the Hydro Commission and the municipalities, it means that it will result 
in a very heavy loss to the people of the municipalities. 

Mr. Macuean: Are the securities which represent the investment by the Hydro 
Commission and the municipalities interfered with by the exercise of the rights 
claimed by this company ? 

Mr. Hannican: Most decidedly. 

Mr. CarveLL: You want a monopoly, as I understand it. 

Mg Hannican: We simply want the same protection for the municipalities, that 
the company asks for itself. Let me explain. Before a municipality can go into the 
Hydro proposition, a by-law has to be submitted to the electors, they must carry a 
by-law guaranteeing the amount of money necessary to put up their transmission 
lines, power stations, substations, and all works like that. Therefore, you will see, it 
must be by the consent of the electors of the muncipality, that the work is undertaken, 
and that is all we are asking in connection with this power company that they be 
placed on the same basis, and that they shall not be allowed to go into the municipality 
without the consent of the electors. 

Mr. Port: There seems to be a doubt as to the fact that the Hydro-Electric cannot 
go into a municipality without a by-law. That is absolutely the case. Thé Hydro Act 
provides that the request comes in the first place from the municipality, a by-law has 
to be submitted authorizing the municipality to enter into a contract, and a debenture 
by-law has to be submitted. The only exception to that is when some people in a 
township or a rural district, individually want to get a supply of power. They can do 
that by becoming responsible to the municipality, and the cost of supplying them can 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 461 


APPENDIX No. 2 


be placed upon the collectors roll and collected the same as taxes; in that case it does 
not go to the people, because they are not interested, it is only the individual sub- 


scribers. There are two by-laws required in every case before the Hydro can come into 
a municipality. 


Mr. Mactran: What is the total amount that the municipalities have invested in 
the Hydro? 

Mr. Porr: As municipalities, they have incurred a total expenditure of about 
$15,000,000, and then the municipalities carry their own distribution lines. 


Mr. Mactean: Is that a further investment in addition to the fifteen million 
dollars ? 


Mr. Pore: That is the municipal investment proper, that is the amount the 
municipalities have guaranteed the Hydro-Electrie Commission, under contract, and 
that money has been expended in the construction of transmission lines. 


Mr. Mactran: Is that a bond or debenture, or is it of the character of a bond? 
Mr. Pore: Yes, and it is payable back to the Government in thirty years. 


Mr. Maciean: What is the total of that additional investment by the municipalities 
for the local distribution line? 


Mr. Pore: About thirty-two million dollars. 
Mr. Mactean: Is that in addition to the 15 million ? 
Mr. Pore: In addition to the fifteen million. 


Mr. Stvcuam: But is the by-law not submitted to the people because they are 
going to incur a financial liability; is it not because they want to get the consent of 
the people to the establishment of the Hydro in that municipality. 

Mr. Port: It is because the Hydro Act requires it. The distribution is their own, 
and they are responsible for both their local distribution and for their transmission 
lines. The Commission are simply the trustees for the municipalities and two by-laws 
have to be passed before the Hydro can come into any municipality. 

Mr. Nespirr: Because they have to pay for it all right. 


Mr. Pore: The Commission are simply trustees for the municipality. There 
are two by-laws which have to be passed, a money by-law and an enabling by-law. 


Mr. Stncuair: If some other company is ready to give cheaper power in that 
municipality, you do not want to allow them to do so? 


Mr. Porz: It is not a question for us, it is a question for the municipalities. 
We cannot say anything unless the municipalities put themselves in motion. 


Mr. Srtxcuam: You are not willing that the individual taker should have the 
right to accept power from any other Company. 

Mr. Porz: Once he has entered into an agreement with the township his 
property is responsible for the expense they have gone to to serve him. 


Mr. Macponrtt: Can Mr. Kilmer tell us what obligations the Ontario Govern- 
ment have entered into and what expense they are under with regard to the Hydro- 
Electric enterprise. 


Mr. Kirwer, K.C.: Yes, sir. They have guaranteed the bonds of the Fydro- 
“lectric Commission—that is, the bonds for the transmission system, the stations 
and all that sort of thing. I do not know the extent of the liability. 


Mr. Macponett: About how much would it be. 
Mr. Kizmer, K.C.: About $20,000,000. 


Mr. Macponett: That is in addition to the municipal obligation? 
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Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: Then each municipality has its own obligation for its own 
transmission lines. I should say that the Hydro have no exclusive rights; any other 
company can come in and get a by-law passed by the municipality. 


Mr. Sivcitair: Do you think you are entitled to as much protection for your 
securities as the other company ? 
Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: I should think so. 
Mr. Nespirr: The Ontario Government is interested in your enterprise? 
Mr. Kivmer, K.C.: Yes, sir. 
Mr. Nrspirr: But only as guarantors. 
Mr, Kinmer, K.C.: Only as guarantors. 


Mr.’ Nespitr: So the Hydro-Electrie are absolutely safe with the Government 
guarantee? , 


Mr. Kitmer, K.C.: Yes, sir. 


Mr. Carvetu: I realize that-Mr. Johnston has gone very carefully into this 
matter, but it is hard for the average member, sitting down and taking a superficial 
view, to form a clear idea of the legal construction of the clause. As I view sub- 
section 2, if it were passed as printed, it would give a municipality the right to inter- 
fere with the operation and maintenance of this Company’s present system in any 
municipality. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I do not think so. 

Mr. Carvett: You do not think that? 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I do not think so. It simply means that.in all cases of | 
future construction the Company must either obtain the consent of the municipality 
or the consent of the Government. 4 


Mr. CarveLL: That might be the intention of the draftsman, but let us read 
the section. (Reads): 


Notwithstanding anything in any Act of the Parliament of Canada or 
of the Legislature of any Province, or any power or authority heretofore or 
hereafter conferred thereby or derived therefrom—without reference to the 
legislation which the Privy Council says gives this Company the right to 
go into any municipality— 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes. 
Mr. CaRVELL: No. (Reads): 


“no telegraph or telephone line, or line for the conveyance of light, heat 
power or electricity, within the legislative authority of the Parliament of 
Canada, shall, except as hereinafter in this section provided, be constructed, 
operated or maintained by any company upon, along or across any highway, 
square or other public place, without the consent, expressed by by-law, of the 
municipality having jurisdiction over such highway, square or public place, nor 
without compliance with any terms stated or provided for in such by-law.” 


Mr. Nessirt: That is the usual clause. 
Mr. Jonnsron, K.C.: I think you have probably not read subsection 7, which 
says (Reads) 
“Except as provided in the last preceding subsection, nothing in this section 
shall affect the right of any company to operate, maintain, renew or reconstruct 
underground or overhead systems ‘or lines, heretofore constructed.” 


Mr. Carvett: No, I had not read that subsection. As far as I am concerned I 
feel like standing by that section. 


a 
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The CHairman: Is it the wish of the Committee that the section should be 
disposed of to-day ? 

Mr. Carvetu: I realize that there is some difficulty. We all know by reading the 
newspapers that there is some contention between the Hydro-Electrie and the Toronto 
and Niagara Power Company, but those of us who do not represent the Province of 
Ontario have no interest in that. I feel like leaving all these matters to the Railway 
Board and that seems to be the underlying principle of all these sections. 

Mr. Macuesn: Then do you interfere with the municipal rights? 

Mr. Carvett: Yes, I would go so far as to give the Railway Board the right to 
over-ride the position of the municipality when an Act for the general advantage of 
Canada is in question. 

Myr. Srycuam: As in this section. 

Mr. Macponeti: The difficulty about that is you do not meet the present situation 
because, as has been explained by the representatives of the Government of Ontario, 
of the Hydro-Electric Commission and of the city of Toronto, unless we accept the 
amendments of which were submitted by Mr. Thompson, this Company will be abso- 
lutely at large, and a free lance, and will have escaped, owing to the judgment of the 
Privy Council, all public safeguards and the public safeguards that are contained in 
subsection 2 of section 373.. They have acquired existing rights that will remain 
permanent and perpetual in Toronto, and every other place where they will acquire 
them, and be free from any possible municipal control. 

Mr. Carvetit: Why should they not be? 

Mr. Mactran: Why should not the municipalities have their rights preserved, 
that is the issue. There are two classes of rights to be borne in mind. 

Mr. Macponetu: I do not want to unduly delay the Committee, but when this Bill 
was originally passed in 1902 there were several amendments proposed. The Bill was 
referred to the House in the ordinary course. A discussion took place there and the 
motion was made to add substantially what is now known as the safeguarding clause 
municipally. An argument in answer to that was made by Mr. Pringle, who supported 
the Bill throughout, and who was familiar with all the details. At that time Mr. 
Pringle said (Reads) 


“T cannot see the necessity of that clause.” 


That is the clause we are practically now asked to add. (Reads) 


“Parliament is supreme in these matters and it can at any time pass a 
general Bill which will govern matters of this sort.” 


That is all we are doing now. 

Mr. Carvett: What objection have you to this going to the Railway Board in 
case of a disagreement in the locality. 

Mr. MacpdoneLL: In ease it was sought to run a line through the municipality 
and the municipality unreasonably refuses consent, the Railway Board has power to 
deal with the matter and there is no objection to be urged. But where a Company 
enters a municipality for the purpose of acting as a distributor and seller of power, 
then the provisions contained in the amendment proposed should apply, and the 
Company should get the consent of the municipality. a 

Mr. Carveti: Let me put a question to you: Suppose you had invested a certain 
amount of money in this Company, or any other Hydro-Electric concern in Canada, in 
good faith, would you think you were being fairly dealt with if the Parliament of 
Canada should say “ Notwithstanding the fact that you have invested your money in 
this manner, we will pass legislation absolutely putting you at the mercy of some 
competitor or some municipality who may probably want to get at you. 


464 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY, AUT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Mavponutt: Not in this ease and for this reason: it was commonly supposed, 
and the Courts believed, that this particular company was bound by the provisions of 
the Railway Act. But everybody was more than surprised when it was found that 
the provisions of the general Railway Act did not apply to this particular Company. 
The result is that the Company are, as I have already said, absolutely at large, and 
all that is asked with respect to them is what was suggested by Mr. Pringle at the 
time of the passage of the Charter and admitted—a general Act regulating them. 

There may be a general Act later on. The clause as now printed means that 
in the future this Company will be governed by the general section which gives 


the right to the municipality to decide things, but so far as they have gone up to 


the present time, they can still continue under their rightful legislation. 


Mr. Macponetit: Yes. The trouble is, as indicated by these gentlemen, that 
this Company before this Act is passed, could take over, unless the section is made 
retroactive, the Toronto Electric Light Company, their poles and lines, or they can 
take over any other company in Canada and operate it, without the consent of the 
municipality, and without the regulation of the rates by the Railway Board as to 
their coming and going in the municipality. They will be absolutely a law unto 
themselves, insofar as everything prior to this Act is concerned, and they will take 
over these existing companies, and they will have perpetual franchises to the extent 
that these companies are now operating. 

Mr. CarveLt: Surely you do not object to competition in Ontario ? 

Mr. Macponeti: I object to unfair competition. I want them to be equal. 

Mr. Macirean: I heard a gentleman argue in this chamber the other night that 
tlie tariff law, which was the general law of Canada now, interfered with vested 
interests and investments. 

The CHamman: Is it the intention of the committee to dispose of the clause 
this morning? We have a lot of representatives here from both independent telephone 
companies and the Bell. We were expected to hear them, but were urged to allow 
Mr. Anglin and others to take up five minutes. Let us decide whether we will 
dispose of the section this morning. ~ : 

Mr. Macponetyi: Postpone the disposition of it.. 

Mr. Nessirr: We have to hear Mr. McCarthy. 


The Cuamman: He has submitted his argument and we have copies of it here; _ 


in addition to that we have the replies by the Hydro-Electric and the city of Toronto, 
and they will be distributed, and we will dispose of this matter some other day, if 
that is the wish of the committee. 


Mr. Macuean: But we have closed the hearing and arguments in this matter. 

The Cuamman: J understand the committee has asked all the questions and 
heard all the arguments necessary in this matter. 

Mr. Macponett: Arguments and evidence are closed. 

Mr. Mactean: Yes, unless they have something new after reading this argument. 

The Cuarman: They might easily find something new. 

Mr. Nespitr: You mean arguments from outside people. 

The CuaiRMAN: Yes. 

Mr. Nessirr: I have a word or two to say myself. 

The Cuamman: It is understood that we refer to Section 375, provisions govern- 
ing telegraphs and telephones. I have a little correspondence here. Members will 
remember that when we heard these gentlemen the other day it was understood that 
a committee composed of the representatives of the Independent Telephones and repre- 
sentatives of the Bell should meet and try to settle their differences. I have a letter 


ea) ree. 
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from the Canadian Independent Telephone Association stating what happened at that 
meeting. 


The letter reads as follows: 


THE CANADIAN INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION. 


Toronto,:May 22, 1917. 
JosEPH E. Armstronc, M.P., 
Chairman Special Committee Amending Railway Act, 
House of Commons, 
Ottawa, Ont. 

Dear Sir,—I beg to advise you that acting upon the suggestion of your 
Committee some members of the Executive of this Association met with repre- 
sentatives of the Bell Telephone Company on the afternoon of the 16th inst., 
with a view to reaching an agreement in regard to the proposed amendments 
to Section 375 of Bill No. 18. I regret to say that no satisfactory results were 
obtained. The Bell Telephone Company representatives, while approving of the 
suggestion for a joint board to deal with local interchange of service, would not 
agree to any local connection for non-competing parts of competing systems, 
and insisted that the word “compensation” must be retained in the Railway 
Act. 

After the conference this matter was given the most careful consideration 
by the members of the Executive of this Association and it was decided that 
it was of paramount importance in the public interest that the long distance 
service should be available to all telephone users upon equal terms, and further 
that the rural subscribers in districts not served by the Bell Telephone Com- 
pany should not be deprived of local connection under any circumstances. 

In accordance therefore with the understanding reached when before your 
Committee it will be necessary to avail ourselves of the opportunity so kindly 
afforded by your Committee of a further hearing in connection with our 
application on Tuesday, May 29, at Eleven o’clock a.m. 

In advising you in regard to the above I beg to express on behalf of myself 
and the Executive of the Association our very keen appreciation of the cour- 
teous treatment accorded to us by yourself and the members of your Com- 
mittee of the hearing on the 16th. 

I beg to remain, 
Yours respectfully, 
F. W. MACKAY, 


Chairman, Special Committee. 


A communication was handed to Mr. Morphy, M.P., from Stratford, which reads 
as follows: 
Srratrorp, R. R. No. 1, May 20, 1917. 
Mr. Morpny, M.P., 
Ottawa, Canada. 

Dear Sir,—We have been advised that final consideration to application 
of Canadian Independent Telephone Association regarding amendments to 
the Railway Act will be given this week. We ask you, as our representative 
in the House, to support the interests of the Rural Companies. 

Yours truly, < 
The North Easthope Municipal Telephone System, 
JAMES McGILLAWEE, 


Secretary-Treasurer. 
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Since these communications have been handed in the Independent Telephone 
Companies have decided to ask to amend subsection 7. This is an amendment pro- 
posed since the interview with the Bell Telephone Company, practically accepting 
their proposition. 


Mr. Macrean: That does not dispose of the issue as between the two companies. 


The CuairmMan: Practically. It disposes of considerable of the issue. The pro- 
posed amendment is to be added to Section 375. 


Mr. Lupwic, K.C.: It is the addition of subsection “a” to 375. It is a qualifi- 
cation. : 


The CHamrMaN: The proposed amendment reads as follows :— 


“No order made under the preceding subsection shall apply to the inter- 
change of local conversations between persons using the telephone of two com- 
peting systems of lines where such systems or lines terminate upon switch- 
boards located within the municipal limit of the same city, town or village, 
except in the case of rural party line telephones in non-competitive areas, and 
then only when the Board shall deem such interchange to be desirable and 
practicable.” 


Mr. MacKay handed these proposed amendments to me. He is director of the 
Independent Telephone Company in Ontario. 


Mr. MacKay: It is from the special committee which has the matter in hand. 


Mr. Lupwic, K.C.: They desire to add two subsections. The Independent Tele- 
phone Association is doing business in Ontario, but it has some systems outside of 
Ontario. 


Mr. Mactean: You say you had a conference and failed to agree. 
Mr. Lupwie, K.C.: Yes, it is directly on this matter we had the conference. 


The Cuamman: J have another communication which I have just received from 
jMr. German, M.P., who asked to have it read to the Committee. 


(Reads) 
Tue WELLAND County TELEPHONE Company, Lrwirep. 
Bripcesure, Ont., May 11, 1917. 


To Wm. M. German, Esq., M.P., 
Welland County, Ottawa, Ont. 


Dear Sir,—The case of the Independent Telephone Companies will be 
heard before the Railway Committee on Wednesday, May 16, at eleven o’clock, 
in the chamber of the Parliament buildings. 

Judging from the interview with Mr. Pettit and myself at your office in 
Welland last week, we think you have about the right view of the situation, 
and we would be glad if you could find it convenient to attend the hearing 
before the Committee on the 16th and lend your assistance to the cause of the 
Independent Telephone Association. 

You will likely meet some of the gentlemen whose names are on the 
attached heading and probably many more, and I assure you they are all good 
heads. 

The association has been struggling for many years for a long distance con- 
nection, have spent much money and labour, and we look on this as the battle 
of our life. 
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You are not a disinterested party in the matter, as the Welland County 
Telephone Compdny has over $80,000 invested in plant and has over 250 share- 
holders, every one of them residing in Welland County. 

Your friendly assistance would be appreciated by us very much. 


Yours, etc., 


Geo. Tart, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


You will find our case presented in the enclosed Plea, a copy of which you 
have already had sent you. 


Geo. Tarr. 


Mr. German is here, and possibly will ask, a little later on, to be given the 
privilege of being heard. 

Mr. Carvetu: Let us see, Mr. Chairman, what they are asking. I am trying to 
boil these amendments down and see at what point we have arrived. In the first 
place, the local telephone companies wanted the right of a connection with the Bell 
Telephone Company both for long distance and local service without compensation, 
but by each one receiving a fair proportion of the toll. Now, by the proposed amend- 
ments they are willing that there shall be no interchange of local conversation in 
competing centres, but they would still want the long distance connection even where 
there is competition. Am I right in my conclusions of the general substance of the 
proposed amendments? 


Mr. Lupwic, K.C.: Yes. 

The CuatrMan: We understand from the representatives of the Independent 
Companies that your interpretation is correct. 

Mr. Carveti: It means, then, that they abandon the right of local connections 
but still maintain the right of long distance connections without compensation ? ‘ 

The CuairmMan: Is that correct, Mr. Mackay ? 

Mr. Lupwie, K.C.: It means that we shall pay the regular toll rate, but no com- 
pensation, that is to say, there is to be no flat rate, that is ‘an annual rate of whatever 
they are fixing now, and no surcharge. That is the position the Independent Com- 
panies take. 


Mr. F. W. MacKay: The Committee is going to lose time if it confuses these 
two clauses. Subsection 7 applies to local connections. That is one subject, as I told 
you the last time I was here. That is the proposal introduced here by the Ontario 
Government and the Ontario Railway Board, and not directly by the association. 
Subsection 7 deals with local connection. That should be kept in mind. That is 
what we had the discussion about with the Bell Company. I am speaking now of the 
conference. We parted in this way: the Bell Telephone Company are willing to 
accept compulsory, local connection, that is, a rural company connecting into the 
market town, separate from long distance altogether. They say: we are prepared to 
accept that for all non-competing companies, but we will not allow that for any com- 
peting companies or the non-competing parts of any competing company. We said: 
We are willing to agree as to that, but the non-competing parts of local companies 
should get that local connection. There we parted; we could not agree. Now, we 
changed subsection 7 from what it was when we were here two weeks ago, so that it 
now reads that all non-competing companies shall have that local connection, which 
is fully agreed to, but in the cases of non-competing parts of competing companies 
the Bell Telephone Company shall not say what rights we shall have; we turn it over 
to the Board to decide the question. The Bell Company opposes that. I am sure 
their representatives will say that I am giving a correct account of what occurred. 
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They held that such an arrangement was not practicable, that it was impossible to 
keep track of calls on lines that were not competing, that it was impracticable to tell 
from where the call came, and from whom it originated. Our answer to that is: rs All 
right; we will leave it with the Board; if it is impracticable the Board won’t order it; 
if some plan cannot be devised by which it can be worked out it shall never come into 
existence. On that clause we have come together close enough for the purposes of 
the Committee. 
Mr. Carvett: That is purely local business. 


Mr. MacKay: If we ean discuss that now, and then diseuss the long distance 
connection, the Committee will work faster. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: Is not the only question this: whether or not in respect of 
long distance business you shall pay compensation without regard to the fact as to 
whether you are competing or not competing? 

Mr. MacKay: Quite so. i 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You are not very much apart on local business? 

Mr. MacKay: I am trying to show you how close we are getting. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Then, in regard to long distance, you want that privilege 
without any compensation except that you are willing to pay the ordinary Bell rate 
and the rate of the connecting company. 

The Cramman: We expect to hear from the representatives of the Bell Telephone 
Company. 

Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: We have just received the amendments and are looking 
them over for the first time. We would like to study them a little longer. 

The CHairmMan: Mr. German, do you wish to be heard at this time? 

Mr. German, M.P.: No, not at this stage. 

The CuamrmMaAn: Does any other gentleman wish to be heard? 


Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: The elimination of compensation for long distance connec- 
tion we cannot accept anyway. If our opponents wish to present their views on that 
question the Committee might hear them now. 


\ 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is to say, where there is compensation you do not 
objeet, but where there is no compensation you do object. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: We object as regards long distance exchange without com- 
pensation when there is competition. I am simply saying that while we are studying 
the other amendment, because we have not yet mastered it, if there is anything to be 
said on the other side the Committee might hear it. 

Mr. Carveti: That is the whole question. 


Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: Subsection 7 B is on the compensation question. We are 
sure now that we will have something to say on that point. 

Hon. Mr. Lemreux: Where there is no compensation, you do not object? 

Mr. Nessirr: I move that Colonel Mayberry be heard. 

Col. T. R. Mayperry: I think I said all I could say on this subject the other day, 
and Mr. MacKay is here to represent the Committee. I do not think I have anything 
further to say to-day. Any questions that may be asked will be answered by some 
representative of our association. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Is there any objection to independent lines not in com- 
petition getting the right to have connection ? : 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, sir; the Bell Telephone Company accede to that. 

Hon. Mr. CocuraNne: Then what is the objection to these competing companies 


having the right to appeal for an order of the Railway Board? I think we should 
leave it to the Board to decide. 
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Mr, Carvett: Would you say a joint board, or the Dominion Railway Commis- 
sioners ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The Board of Railway Commissioners. 

Mr. Carveti: Hear, hear. 

Mr. Sivcrair: To decide the question of compensation 2 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: To decide everything. If the Board think the Bell Tele- 
phone Company should get compensation, let the Board say what it should be. 

Mr. German: Under the Act as it reads the Board must consider the question. 
The decision of the Supreme Court is that ‘they must give compensation. 


Mr. Carvett: I do not think so. Are you sure of that? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is not the decision. In one case the Board did give 
compensation. 

Mr. Macuesn: You do not agree with Mr. German, then, Mr. Johnston? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: Subsection 7 A is satisfactory to us. Our only objection to 
that subsection is that we do not think a practical means can be devised, but if the 
Board can find any means we have no objection, so subsection 7 A is satisfactory to 
us. On the question of compensation, I would like to suggest that the hon. member 
(Mr. German) is mistaken. The Supreme Court judgment is available here. The 
Statute uses the word “may,” giving the Board discretion, and the Supreme Court 
said that the Board “could” give compensation. Our claim is not for compensation 
from any other companies, but the companies competing; and compensation has never 
been allowed except in the case of competing companies. We do not want more than 
that. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Has the board laid that down as a rule that it will not allow 
compensation unless they are competitors ? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: There is no definite rule to that effect. We do not want 
anything more than that. The committee can put it in the Act or leave it to the 
board, it is immaterial to us. We do not want anything more than compensation when 
our own property is handed over to be used against us. We suggest that this matter 
be dealt with by the Federal Board. We think the principle of joint boards is a 
dangerous one. 

Hon. Mr. Lemieux: Is not that the way suggested by Mr. Cochrane? 

Mr. Nespitr: Supposing a company has a competing line in a town, and you carry 
long distance messages for them by charging them, say, ten cents additional for the 
service you give, do you want compensation over and aboye that? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: The amount of compensation will be a matter for the board. 
We cannot lay down a rule. The form of compensation is immaterial, it is for the 
board to say whether to charge it to the subscriber or to the telephone company itself. 
We are not asking you to say what will be the amount of the compensation. 

The CHairMAN: You want us to decide that there will be compensation ? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: That there “may” be compensation when it is a competitor 
in a local district who wants to use our long distance line, and therefore advertise to 
those they are canvassing that they can use our line. 

Mr. German: What harm does it do your company if the word “compensation” is 
struck out? The section will read, “upon such terms as the board deems just and 
expedient.” It shall be referred to the board on such terms as to the board shall be 
deemed just and reasonable. As the section reads now, the matter is referred to the 
board “on such terms as to compensation as the board deems just and expedient.” 
That is where the Supreme Court has stepped in and ruled that the board must con- 
sider it from the standpoint of compensation. Strike out the word ‘“compensation,” 
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and leave it to the board. If the board thinks that compensation shall be given, they 
will order compensation. But, according to the Act now the board considers, and the 
Supreme Court has said, that they must consider it from the standpoint of some sort 
of compensation. 

Mr. Nespirr: And the Act takes it for granted that they shall get compensation. 

Mr. German, M.P.: Yes. The board can decide to give compensation if they think 
it should be given. 

Mr. Nespirr: Is not that the decision of the Privy Council? 

Mr. German, M.P.: That is the decision of the Supreme Court, that they must con- 
sider it from the standpoint of compensation. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: Will you allow me to read the head note of the decision 
of the Supreme Court? 

Mr. German, M.P.: You cannot always understand a decision from the head note. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: As a general proposition, you cannot, but I would not like to 
take up the time of the committee to read the whole judgment. 

Mr. Carveii: I would like to hear the head note. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: I might say that I have read the decision, and I am of the 
opinion that the Supreme Court hold that the Railway Board have the power, but they 
are not compelled to give compensation. The head note is as follows: 


Under the provisions of the “Railway Act” and its amendments by 7 and 
8 Edw. VII., Chap. 61, the Railway Board has power to authorize a charge in 
addition to the established rates of the Bell Telephone Company as compensa- 
tion for the use of its long distance lines. Iddington, J., contrary. 

By said Acts the board is authorized to provide compensation to the Bell 
Telephone Company for loss in its local exchange business occasioned by giving 
independent companies long distance connection. Davies and Iddington, J. J., 
contra. . J 

The board has power also to authorize payment of the special rate by com- 
panies competing with the Bell Company, who obtain the long-distance con- 
nection although non-competing companies are not subject thereto. Iddington, 
J., contra. 


Mr. German: What harm would it do to strike out the word “compensation” ? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: If that amendment is stricken out by Parliament, the court 
will say that Parliament did not amend that Act for nothing. 

Mr. Carve.i: F guess you have your answer, Mr. German. 


Mr. MacuEan: You cannot drag into the decisions of the court the intentions of 
the people. a 

Mr. Nessirr: They should read the Act as it is. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If the word “compensation” were struck out of the Act, 
neither the board nor the Supreme Court would allow compensation. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Tf the Act said “on terms arranged by the board,” surely 
they could arrange anything they liked. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It would be held that Parliament would not strike out a word 
of that kind, without intention. 

Mr. MacpoyrLi: They would look at the old Act and the new, and ask: Why did 
you take it out? é ; 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: Reference to anterior legislation is a proper means of con- 
struing an existing statute. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: If the board thought it would be proper, they could allow it. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The board would not dare to allow compensation, and the 
Supreme Court would say it was struck out of the Act. 


Mr. Carveti: Suppose the wording of the section read: “On such terms as to com- 
. pensation or otherwise 2?” 


Mr. Carveii: That will get away from the idea that there must be compensation. 
The CHamman: Does that meet your objection, Mr. Mackay, or otherwise? 


Mr. Mackay: That does not carry it far enough. When this question was before 
the committee on a previous day, there were representatives of other companies here to 
be questioned upon the practical working out of this provision. The point is that the 
Welland Company, for instance, and other companies you have heard from, having their 
agreement with the Bell Company, are what we call non-competing companies, but who 
is to decide that a company is not non-competing? Not the board, not the courts, but 
the Bell Telephone Company. ‘That is the question you must settle here. The Railway 
Board is not to define who is a competitor of the Bell Company, and I can quote you 
from the majority finding at the time in which they state that the board has no concern 
in the question of whether the company is or is not in competition with the Bell; if the 
companies are able to agree, that is the point. In other words, where the local com- 
pany does not accept the terms laid down by the Bell Telephone Company, they must 
go to the Bell Company, or accept the order already issued. They have no other 
choice. That is my argument, the question of a competing or non-competing company 
cannot bear weight with you in considering the amendment to this clause, because the 
exact definition of that is another thing, and it is in the hands of the Bell Telephone 
Company. 


The CuairMan: You mean that the Bell Telephone Company has the power to 
decide whether you are a competing or non-competing telephone company ? 


Mr. Mackay: Yes, the court said, “We will not deal with this question or determine 
it, the Bell ‘Telephone Company only can do that.” 


Mr. Mactean: How do you want to be protected under this Act? 


Mr. Mackay: We do not want to be protected. Under that section the Railway 
Board said they were compelled to give compensation and made the order. Because 
of that order we waited for three years without connection. We took it up with the 
Supreme Court which, on a division of three to two, decided in favour of the Bell 
Company. Therefore we stand here to-day, not discussing findings of the Court, not 
discussing any more the point of whether the Board was correct or not but we are 
standing here, before you, the Parliament of Canada, asking you to so enact legisla- 
tion that the Dominion Railway Board, the Supreme Court of Canada, or anybody 
can interpret into it that the Bell Telephone Company can so decide the compensa- 
tion from these local telephone companies that are in business serving the people in 
their district, not because they want to be in it, not because they are ambitious to 
become telephone men, but because it was the only way they could get telephone 
service. Now we say to you: Make the Act read in accordance with 7 B, which deals 
with long distance connection. That means that we must be subject to the Railway 
Board as to the conditions of the connection, as to the amount of money it is going 
to cost for the Bell Company to bring our line from the border of the municipality 
to where their switchboard is. We will pay all that expense, and all we ask is that 
they give us the use of their long distance line on payment by us of the regular long 
distance rates. We want the same treatment that all other sections now get; we want 
no discrimination. We are imbued with the justice of our cause and even if we do not 
sueceed we will continue along the path we have travelled. From the records of the 
past twelve years we have found the Bell Company to be a competitor that will stoop 
to any methods they knew would obstruct our progress. We have faced the Company 

all that time straight through until in Ontario we got the Ontario Railway Act, which 
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curtailed the Bell Company’s ability to tie up the local companies, so that the Bell 
Company is to-day a much different institution from that which it was twelve years 
ago, as far as relations with these local companies is concerned. Knowing all this, 
and being imbued with the justice of our cause, we come here and ask you to give 
us the desired connection. If we do not get it this year we will take it up next year, 
and if we are not successful then we will bring the matter up the year following, 
because we are going to secure for the people’s companies what we believe they are 
entitled to. 


Tur CHairmMan: What objection have you to offer to that section, Mr. Geoffrion. 


Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: Our position is this: We have a long distance service which 
we have built up and which has eost us money. It is an inducement to people to come 
to us as subscribers in our local exchanges, it is an inducement to those who are 
already subscribers to stay with us. Now, if a Company competing locally with us 
can to-morrow, without any surcharge, step in and say to the public of the same munici- 
pality where we are already operating, “We have invested no money in any long 
distance lines, therefore we can charge you less as subscribers, and we will give you 
the long distance service at the same rates as the Bell Company,” how long could we 
resist competition of that sort? We fully appreciate that long distance lines should 
not be duplicated, and therefore that the long distance service should be open to all. 
Parliament has decided there shall be long distance connection open to everybody, 
even competitors. At the same time Parliament has already three times recognized the 
foree of our argument: That if you entitle a Company that has only a local service 
and that is competing with us—I am not speaking of other companies that have done 
no harm but have only helped us—a company that is trying to get our subscribers 
from us, a company that has not been put to the expense of constructing a long dis- 
tance line and that can go and say to the public, either to those who have not yet sub- 
seribed, or to those who are already subscribers, “We charge less and we give the same 
advantage because we are entitled on the same terms as the Bell Telephone Company’s 
subscribers to the use of the long distance line,’ then where are we? You are assert- 
ing the principle that we are forced to allow the use of-our property to people who 
want it for the purpose of competing with us and taking away our clients. That is 
the gist of the argument in a nutshell, and the force of which Parliament has already 
recognized three times. I know that our opponents are patient, they have come for- 
ward several times and they may come forward I do not know how often, but what 
argument have they advanced in support of their case? They have said they wanted 
this connection, that they were entitled to it, but have they suggested a single argu- 
ment in justification of the application of this new principle that we should be com- 
pelled to loan our property, our investment, to rivals so that they can better compete 
against us. We are not asking for the denial of the loan, because we understand 
public interest is paramount, but we say, “Give us some protection in the shape of 
additional compensation that will prevent the fostering of new competitors.” Other- 
wise the day will be inevitable when others can say, “We have only to organize a 
local company in any town where the Bell Telephone is already installed, and with 
much smaller capital and consequently much less expense, offer to new subscribers all 
the advantages which the Bell Telephone has to offer.” 


THE CHaiMan: Is it not a fact that there are 550 telephone companies in the 
province of Ontario who are tremendous feeders to your system, and should not some 
consideration be given them? 


Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: They have the consideration: When they are not competi- 
tors they have connection without surcharge. That is why I insisted that every com- 
pany that is not a competitor is all right and should remain entitled to the use of 
our long distance line at the same rate as the Bell Telephone Company subscribers.. 
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Mr. Brain: * Will you define what a competitor is? Your company has the power, 
and has exercised it, of saying what independent companies are. Have the Board at 
any time had that question before them, and have they decided that such and such 
a company is a competing line? 

Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: If you want my answer I will say that the Board of Rail- 
‘way Commissioners must have decided that, when they ordered compensation to some 
companies and not to others. The Supreme Court has decided that the Board is 
authorized to provide compensation to the Bell Telephone Company for loss in its 
local exchange business occasioned by giving independent companies long distance 
connection. (Davies & Iddington, J. J., contra.) The Supreme Court has decided: 
“The Board has power also to authorize payment of a special rate by companies com- 
peting with the Bell Company, who obtain the long distance connection, though non- 
competing companies are not subject thereto.” (Iddington, J., contra.) The Supreme 
Court has pointed out that the Board has the power to order compensation when there 
is competition, while not ordering compensation when no competition exists. I sug- 
gest that as clear evidence, but you can take into consideration the question of 
whether there should be compensation or not. 

Mr. Buaty: Would you be willing to let the word “compensation” go out and 
trust to the Board? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: They won’t have the power then. Let us see what we are 
fighting about, to see if it has any substance. Are we entitled to compensation when 
there is competition. We admit that where there is no competition we are not entitled 
to compensation. The question is whether or not we are entitled to compensation 
for long distance connection when it is a competitor of ours who asks for that con- 
nection. We say we want it and our opponent says no. If we are wrong, in the 
opinion of the committee, that is an end of it. If we are right, it is easy to draft an 
amendment. You have the decision of the Privy Council which shows that they make 
a distinction between competing and non-competing companies. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: With regard to the long distance telephones in competition, 
you propose that the competing companies come in on terms? 

Mr. Georrrion, K. C.: I must seriously object to the elimination of the word 
“compensation” from the Act, because it is there already. We have no objection to 
providing there shall be no compensation for connection when it is a non-competing 
company. The amendment we propose reads as follows: 


“Tn all cases where such systems or lines are operating in competition, 
the compensation to be awarded shall be limited to fair remuneration for the 
services to be performed by the company or systems against which the order 
is applied for.” 


Mr, Macponett: Are you not in substance asking for what is equivalent to an 
insurance premium to perpetuate your line in a community where you have it? Let 
me draw the parallel of railways. Take Toronto and Montreal, to illustrate the 
telephone business. Passengers coming into Toronto by various lines of railways 
arrive at the station in Toronto. They may come on Grand Trunk or Canadian 
Pacific or Toronto, Hamilton & Buffalo, or various other lines. They all go to the 
station and have an equal right to buy a ticket on the Grand Trunk from Toronto to 
Montreal. What you are asking is equivalent to the proposition that the Grand Trunk 
could say that if a man came into Toronto on the Canadian Pacific Railway, the Cana- 
dian Northern Railway, or some other road and wanted to go to Montreal on the 
Grand Trunk, he would have to pay the Grand Trunk an extra charge. 

Mr. Macrean: A surcharge? 

Mr. Macponeti: A surcharge in addition to the regular fare a man would pay 
who came into Toronto on the Grand Trunk. ; 


474 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: I do not think the analogy is a good one. 

Mr. Macponrett: What difference is there? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: There is no analogy in the telephone system, for one reason 
among others, that the growth of competing systems in railways is under the severe 
hand of Parliament. You do not allow paralleling. Railways are built where you 
have allowed them to be built, while telephone companies spring up like mushrooms, 
wherever they like. You do not say that because one telephone system is established 
in one municipality you will not allow another telephone company to do business there. 
But you do adopt that principle every day with regard to railways. 

Mr. Macponeti: If that principle were adopted with regard to railways, the 
Grand Trunk could ask anyone who came to one of their stations to buy a ticket to 
pay an additional charge because he had travelled to the city by another road. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: If you assume what I deny, the analogy, that might be 
so. I mentioned the reason why there was no analogy. It is a question of avoiding 
competition, and the question of railway competition is under the constant control of 
Parliament, while the Bell Telephone competition is a matter of free and unrestricted 
enterprise. 

Mr. Macponenut: They are under Parliament. 

Mr. Carvett: No. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: No. The creation of the railways is restricted, and the 
formation of telephone companies is not. 

Mr. Maciean: There is a principle underlying the control of all common ear- 
riers, whether by wire or by rail. 

Mr. Bruary: What answer have you to this? The Independent Company and 
the people of Canada expect the Bell Telephone Companies to do something because 
they refuse to carry out the lines in the different municipalities and give the farmers 
connection. 

Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: In the municipality where we refuse to go we are not 
competitors, and we can be ordered unrestrictedly, without any compensation, but it is 
not where we refuse to go; it is whére we are. We were there from the first. 
We want to be guarded very clearly, and definitely, in the case where, 
being the first company, we have been a long time in operation, against a new 
company coming in, after we have occupied the ground, to compete with us and 
seeking connection for that purpose. We do not want in any way protection against 
a large number, or any number—I do not know that we have refused to go into certain 
districts, but if it be true that we did, let anybody organize a telephone system in that 
district, and they will be entitled to local connection with us, to long distance connec- 
tion with us, to everything and without compensation at all—it is in the statutes there. 
Our contention is that under the new Act, if this section passes, it will be an attractive 
financial venture, and open to anyone to organize a small company and come to us 
saying: “We have a hundred subscribers, give us the same connection as the Bell 
Telephone Company has.” 

Mr. Bratn: Is it not the case that you, being the premier company, have taken 
in all the profitable districts, and have supplied them with a telephone system, but you 
have left unsupplied those sections that are not so profitable, that require considera- 
tion ? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: The places that are not being supplied are protected by 
this statute. There is no use our trying to defend the law to which we object. 

Mr. Brain: Supposing you are in a town of 3,000 people, and you have your 
system in there, and in an adjoining municipality is an independent company, and 


that independent company puts 20 ’phones in the town in which you are operating: 
does that make them a competing company ? 
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Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: That is provided for in 7 (a), that will cover that point. 
Mr. Buary: That would not be a competing company ? 


Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: It would not be a competing company under 7 (a). What 
we say is very simple; where we are in a town or district, and some company comes 
in, I am not speaking so much of those whigh are competing now—there are 24 
companies, we have acted amicably with everybody except those 24 companies, in the 
whole country, and those 24 companies have not yet applied for connection. But 
what we fear is that companies will grow, or will alter their policy as a result of this 
legislation. You are, by the proposed legislation, inviting every locality to start rival 
companies; you have only to organize a company by letters patent and will have 
them competing with the existing companies who have invested large sums of money, 
without any control, any restriction. You are going to encourage the formation of 
new companies, and proper provision for the regulation of these companies is the best 
policy. It is not in the best interest to encourage the duplication of companies, It 
is unfair to say to the longer established companies: “You will be compelled to lend 
to these new rivals of yours all the advantages which you have obtained in the way of 
connections, ete., so that your rival will be in the position to cut your throat.” 


Mr. Mactean: But if it is in the public interest, you will have to stand for it, 
that is the risk which is run by all public corporations doing business. 


Mr. Georrrion, K.C.: I am suggesting that it is not in the public interest that 
you should establish a system that will duplicate the telephones everywhere. The 
complaints which you have heard are very loud, but they are not numerous. What will 
happen in the future if there is not some control and regulation? What is to prevent 
a man from taking out letters patent for the organization of a new company on the 
basis of cheap rates? He can say to the people: “I am charging you only two-thirds 
of the Bell Telephone Company’s rates, and I am giving you the same terms over 
the long distance service.” Necessarily, if a company did that, we will be out of that 
district immediately, and there is no reason why a company promoter would not 
organize a company along those lines if encouraged to do so by legislation.’ The 
duplication of telephone systems is useless to the public, and the investment in 
duplicating systems is a waste of capital. 


Mr. Morris: Do you think any man would put money into the organization of 
a telephone company unless there was a need for the company and a prospect of 
business for it? 


Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: It is quite possible to organize a telephone company when 
there is really no necessity for it, and that company once established would be entitled 
to all the advantages of the Bell Telephone Company. It is only where we are estab- 
lished and giving service in a locality that we object to some other company dupli- 
eating our system and giving the public a cheaper service—we do not object to a new 
telephone company coming in where there is none and having the advantages of the 
long distance connection. There is no competition in that case. 


The CuHatrMan: Mr. Mackay wishes to answer your statement. Let us keep to 
that one point. 


Mr. Mackay: I am going to keep to it. As to the duplication of systems, that 
is something which the Ontario Railway Board has set its face against. I have here 
a copy of the Railway Act which distinctly says: “No company shall erect poles 
upon or on any portion of any highway upon or along which the pole leads of another’ 
company are already erected unless by consent of the Board.” So you see the On- 
tario Municipal Board is against the duplication of lines. A local company can not 
duplicate the lines of another company in Ontario. That is as far as the Ontario 
Legislature could go, but they have shown they are against such duplication. There- 
fore my friend who has spoken need have no fear of the springing up of telephone 
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companies all over, except where there is none actually now and the service can not 
be secured in any other way. Duplication will not result from this enactment; in 
fact duplication is more liable to come without this enactment than with it. I will 
give you a concrete case so that you will see what I have in mind, and appreciate 
the attitude of the Bell Company towards competing and non-competing companies. 
The town of Coldwater is situated with several municipalities around it; the town- 
ship of Tay, the township of Medonte and a number of others that I do not recall off- 
hand. These townships have municipal systems, but Coldwater had only the Bell 
system, and it had to pay a toll to connect with the municipalities in the adjoining 
township. There were only a limited number of Bell telephones in Coldwater, 
probably 40 or 50, and when they wanted to get out to their neighbours—who had a 
free interchange by reason of their municipal systems—they were tied up. There- 
fore Coldwater decided they would establish a municipal telephone system under a 
municipal Act, and they took the necessary steps to organize such a system. The 
Bell Company then wrote to the Ontario Railway Board to this effect. “Here is 
a case where there is going to be a useless duplication. There is going to be in- 
justice done us because we have a system in Coldwater and we are giving the people 
the service. There is no reason why they should duplicate our system.” The Rail- 
way Board have not given, their final approval, but they had O.K.’d the preliminaries, 
When the Bell Company made the representations to the Board, they sent a letter to 
the municipality of Coldwater saying, “Gentlemen, you must stop going on with 
your municipal system until we give you a hearing at such and such a date. We 
understand you are going to duplicate another system and we want to find out the 
facts.” Before the date prescribed for the hearing arrived the municipality of Cold- 
water went down to Toronto and told the Railway Board the facts. And what were 
the facts? The municipality said, “We have a system in Coldwater of 40 or 50 sub- 
“ seribers, but the switchboard is in somebody’s store. The man answers the switch- 
board when he is through wrapping a parcel, and our service is wretched. At night 
the store closes at seven or eight o’clock and there is no service. We can not get 
connection with the surrounding municipal systems, and under the Act we think the 
town of Coldwater is justified in getting a municipal system.” The Board im- 
mediately said, “Go ahead and build your system,” and the town to-day has a muni- 
cipal system and their local subscribers are getting a free interchange with the sur- 
rounding township. What happened as far as the Bell Company was concerned? The 
latter immediately sold their existing plant to the municipal system and there was 
no duplication. The Bell Company’s system is a business proposition, and if they 
do not live up to their obligations and their opportunities, it is not for you, gentle- 
men, to legislate so that somebody can not make them do so. The request we are 
making will put us in a place where we can not possibly be on equal terms because 
they have got legislation which you would not grant to us. But even if you do not 
grant us such legislation, put these local companies in the position that they will be 
treated the same as any other section of the community. If you give us what we 
are asking for you will be taking the only steps that I suppose you could adopt to-day 
in the direction of a nationalization of telephone lines. Duplication may or may 
not be a bad thing. There is no doubt, however, that in some cases duplication may 
be necessary in order to secure for the people the services they want. I need only 
point out to you the city of Toronto, where they have repeatedly refused the offer 
of the Bell Telephone Company of $100,000 cash for an exclusive franchise. We 
got that exclusive franchise feature removed from the legislation of Ontario because 
it was an injustice to the people. Now we have municipal control over rates and 
service and all the rest of it. The opposition to what we are asking for to-day does 
not arise from any serious fear on the Bell Company’s part of a duplication of 
systems, or competition or anything of that kind; they are continuing the fight to 
hold their monopoly, so far as they can secure it, under present conditions. You 
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are not in favour of that monopoly, but I am satisfied they will be able to maintain 
it if 7 B. does not meet with you approval and is not enacted. 

The CuarrmMan: What is the wish of the Committee, 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: There is an amendment to be proposed. 

The Cuarman: Have you any objection to the amendment which is proposed? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: We have no objection if, in the matter of compensation, 
you will add these words: “and in all cases, except where such systems or companies 
are operating in competition, the compensation to be awarded shall be limited to a 
fair remuneration for the services to be performed by the company or system against 
which the order is applied for.” I would point out that if you fear the word “com- 
pensation” is imperative and not permissive, the company have no objection to in- 
serting the words “compensation or otherwise.” Let me remind you, however, that 
the Supreme Court having decided that the Board may order compensation for a 
competitor and may refuse it to a non-competitor, it shows clearly that the- word 
“compensation” is permissive. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: There is no necessity for adding 7 (a) if subsection 7 is 
to stand. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: Our opponents are suggesting 7 (a). 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Quite so. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: 7 (a) is required if the words “long distance” are elimin- 
ated. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Are you willing to eliminate the words “long distance” 
from 7 (a). 

Mr. McFaruane: Without adding 7 (a) it would allow connection between two 
local exchanges, and the independent companies themselves do not agree with that 
principle. Section 7 should stand, striking out the words “long distance” and adding 
7 (a) as suggested by the independent companies. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. McFarlane suggests that the words “long distance” 
should be struck out of subsection 7. The section reads: 

~ Whenever any company or any province, municipality or corporation hav- 
ing authority to construct and operate, or to operate, a telephone system or line 
and to charge telephone tolls, whether such authority is derived from the Parlia- 
ment of Canada or otherwise, is desirous of using any long distance telephone 
system.” ete. 


Mr. Lupwic, K.C.: You have to strike out other words. 

Mr. McFartane: Subsection 7 “A” would go in there as a supplement to that. 

Mr. MacKay: In this document we have distributed the lines underlined in red 
ink are the new words we have suggested in the section, and the eliminations are the 
words we ask to come out. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. McFarlane is conceding something. As subsection 7 
is drawn it is confined to long distance. He is prepared to strike out the words “long 
distance.” 

Mr. McFaruane: Yes. 

Mr. MacKay: Yes, we are too. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Strike out the words “long distance” wherever they appear 
in subsection 7, That would have the effect of entitling some rural company to insist 
on connection. At present they have not that right. 

Mr. McFaruane: Yes, and they should have the right. 
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Mr. Carvert: And 7 “A” regulates the condition under which they shall have the 
interchange. 

Mr. Macrean: They have defined that, and you ask to make an addition. 

Mr. McFariane: If we add 7 “A” as suggested by the Independents, then to get 
over the question as to whether the word “may” now used in the section is permissive 
or imperative, I suggest after the word “compensation” we should add the words “or 
otherwise”—“upon such terms as the compensation or otherwise is ordered by the 
Board.” Then we add paragraph 8 which deals with the terms of the connecting 
order,— 


“And in all cases where such systems or lines are operating in competition 
the compensation to be awarded shall be limited to fair remuneration for the 
services to be performed by the company or system against which the order is 
applied for.” 


Mr. McFartane: That makes it clear that compensation is only to be ordered 
where competition exists. 

The Cruamman: It is for the committee to decide whether the word “compensa- 
tion” remain in or go out. 

Mr. Carveti: Before the matter is decided, I would like to have an opportunity to 
present my view to the committee, because I have had a good deal of experience in 
these matters, and have been very much interested and amused by the discussion. 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: The proviso for the joint Board should disappear. 

The Cyuamman: Mr. Morrison has asked to be heard by the committee. 

Mr. Morrison: Regarding competing companies, I want to cite an instance right 
in my own district. We are supposed to be a competing company. There is a distance 
of eight or ten miles where the Bell Telephone Company had their lines already built. 
Bear in mind that there was not one local telephone in that section, but we came in and 
gave the farmers the benefit of the local telephone. We got absolutly no local service, 
which was absolutely refused until competition came in. As I understand, we come 
under the head of a competing company simply because the Bell Telephone Company’s. 
long distance lines were built through that district first. We should not legislate 
against competition. It is a dangerous precedent. What is asked by the Bell Tele- 
phone Company to-day is contrary to our modern methods of doing business, that is to 
pay compensation to any company simply because there is competition with them., 

The Cuairnman: If the statement made by Mr. Morris is the interpretation that 
would be placed on the Act, what is your view, Mr. Geoffrion ? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C. Our view would be that local service is not a competitor 
with long distance service. A competitor is one who tries to get the same clients. If 
we are giving a local service, and somebody else establishes a local service in the same 
district, that is competition. That is the view we present to the board. 

The CHairmMan: Simply because you have a long distance line, a local line in the 
same district would not be understood as a competitor ? 

Mr. Grorrrion, K.C.: If they were consulting me as a lawyer, I would say not. 

The Cuairman: It is understood that so far as the telephone companies and the 
Toronto power matters are concerned the evidence is all in. 


é 


Committee adjourned until Wednesday, 30th instant. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Housrt or Commons, 


Orrawa, May 30, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 a.m. 


On section 375, Provisions Governing Telegraphs and Telephones. 


The CuHatRMAN: I am going to ask the committee to be good enough to allow 
a communication from Mr. Jones, manager of the Port Hope Telephone Company, to 
be printed with the other material, and that it be incorporated in the proceedings. 
The letter reads as follows :— 


CuarkKE, May 29, 1917. 
J. E. Armstrona, Esq., M.P., 
Chairman, Special Railway Committee, 
Ottawa. 


Dear Sir—lI attended the meeting of the Special Railway Committee this 
morning On behalf of the Port Hope Telephone Co., Ltd., for the purpose of 
stating some of our difficulties we had with the Bell Company. Not having had 
an opportunity of addressing the committee, I take the liberty of writing this 
letter. 

I have perused with a good deal of interest the memorandum submitted by 
the Bell Telephone Co. in answer to the memoranda of the Independent Tele- 
phone Association. : 

In that memorandum the Bell Telephone makes the following statements :— 


Prior to 1906 the company had made agreements for interchange of 
service with a number of smaller companies and systems and immediately 
following the adoption of this section (375) of the Act the company organized 
a contract department specially charged with the work of encouraging 
interchange of service with smaller systems. As a result of these efforts 
connecting agreements were made with a very large number of systems. 


I have before me a proposed agreement submitted by the Bell Company to 
the Durham Union Company after the Bell Company’s Contract Department 
was organized. The Durham Company operated in the villages of Newtonville, 
Kendall, Starkville, Pontypool, Kirby, Liskard, Tyrone and Neweastle in Dur- 
ham county. 


The following are three of the clauses in this agreement :— 

5. That it (The Durham Company) will not extend its telephone 
system beyond the villages of Newcastle, Newtonville, Kendall, Starkville, 
Pontypool, Kirby, Liskard and Tyrone and Newcastle without the written 
consent of the Bell Company. 

6. That it will not connect its telephone system with the system of any 
company, person or persons, other than the Bell Company, and that it will 
not accept messages or conversations from or transfer messages or conversa- 
tions to the telephone line vf any other company, person or persons, with 
out the written consent of the Bell Company. 

16. That the Bell Company shall have the first option of purchasing 
the plant and apparatus owned by the Durham Company. 


Ls 
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This agreement is typical of the kind of document rural companies were 
obliged to operate under until the Ontario Telephone Act gave some measure 
of relief by providing that agreements providing for telephone interchange 
before having any binding effect must be approved of by the Ontario Railway 
Board. The Ontario Legislature found it necessary to pass such a measure 
owing to the harshness and unfairness of some of the clauses in the agreements 
which farmers not familiar with telephone problems were only too frequently 
persuaded to sign. 

It is quite evident I think from what J have stated above that the Bell 
Company’s Contract Department was organized not to help rural districts 
requiring telephone service, but was organized to maintain and perpetuate its 
monopoly. 

I desire to mention another matter; a majority of the members of the 
Dominion Railway Board held that any system competing with the Bell Com- 
pany should pay that company an annual charge for long distance connections 
of $100, if the company had not more than 250 subscribers; $200 if the company 
had over 250 but not more than 600 subscribers; $300 if the company had more 
than 600 subscribers, and a surcharge of 10 cents for each call. 

My own company, the Port Hope Telephone Company, Limited, which is 
a rural company operating between Port Hope and Bowmanville, and which in 
no way or shape competes with the Bell Company, having applied for connection 
with the Bell Company and having been refused that connection, applied to 
the Dominion Board for a ruling that it was not a competitor. The Board dis- 
missed the application on two grounds, viz. :— 


1. That it had no jurisdiction to make a declaratory order. That it had 
no power to determine the question whether the Port Hope Company or 
indeed any system competed or did not compete with the Bell Company, or 
any other system. 

2. That the Port Hope Company being incorporated under the Ontario 
Act, the Dominion Board had no jurisdiction over the Port Hope Company. 


The effect of all this was that the Port Hope Company, although as I have 
said, not being a competitor, was refused long distance connection with the 
Bell Company. It also settled the question that the Bell Company is the sole 
judge whether a system is a competitor or not. 

So that the Bell line, which may be located at X, may declare, if it sees fit 
to do so, a rural line at Y, say five miles away, a competing line because William 
Jones, a farmer, residing midway between the two lines would patronize the 
Bell line at X if the rural line were not at Y. In short, as I have already said, 
as matters now stand, the Bell Company is the sole judge in deciding whether 
a rural line is a competitor or not. 

Owing to this state of affairs, the Port Hope Company has never been able 
to get long distance connection with the Bell Company, and many rural com- 
panies are driven to accept the Bell terms or are not in a position to insist upon 
a new agreement giving them fairer terms because there is no jurisdiction any- 
where to which they can apply for relief. 

This, in my opinion, shows the necessity for the amendment asked for by 
the association, and for a joint board so that companies under either jurisdic- 
tion can be compelled to serve the public fairly. 

I know the feeling of my people in Durham. I know they will not be 
satisfied with any legislation regarding long distance connections under which 
they will be compelled to pay more than a stranger who goes to a Bell phone in 
a store or booth. 

The rural phones bring the business to the Bell office at no cost to them, 
whereas the Bell Company which is at the expense of building booths, toll slot 
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boxes and making collections, charge such stranger only the usual long distance 
charge. If the station is in a store the Bell Company pays the storekeeper a 
commission. 

The above statement, it seems to me, shows how unfair the Bell Company, 
with its extraordinary powers and privileges deals with not only subscribers to 
rural systems, but also penalizes a Bell subscriber in a town who desires to call 

_a subscriber on a rural phone. 


Yours truly, 
G. W. JONES, Manager. 
Port Hore TeterpHone Company, LimitTep. 


The CHarrMAN: Are you ready for the question, gentlemen ? 
Mr. CarvetL: What is the amendment which you have prepared, Mr. Johnston? 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I have drawn up an amendment which I think meets with 
the approval of Mr. Jones, at any rate. If the members will take the Bill and compare 
what the Chairman will read, with subsection 7 of section 375, they will at once note 
the difference. 

The CuHamMan: This is the amended subsection as prepared by Mr. Johnston 
(reads) :— 


“Section 375, subsection 7—Whenever any company or any province, 
municipality or corporation, having authority to construct and operate, or to 
operate, a telephone system or line, and to charge telephone tolls, whether such 
authority is derived from the Parliament of Canada or otherwise, is desirous 
of using any telephone system or line owned, controlled or operated by the 
company, in order to connect such telephone system or line with the telephone 
system or line operated or to be operated by such first-mentioned company, or by 
such province, municipality or corporation, for the purpose of obtaining direct 
connection or communication whenever required, between any telephones or 
telephone exchange on the one telephone system or line, and any telephone or 
telephone exchange on the other telephone system or line, and cannot agree with 
the company with respect to obtaining such use, connection or communication, 
such first-mentioned operating company, province, municipality or corporation 
may apply to the Board for relief, and the Board may order the company to 
provide for such use, connection or communication, upon such terms as to com- 
pensation, or otherwise, as the Board deems just and expedient, and may order 
and direct how, when, where, by whom and upon what terms and conditions, 
such use, connection, or communication shall be had, constructed, installed, 
operated and maintained, and in all cases, except where such systems or com- 
panies are in the opinion of the Board operating in competition the compensa- 
tion to be awarded shall be limited to fair remuneration for the services to be 
performed by the company or system against which the order is applied for.” 


Now, subsection 7 (a) to be added: 


“No order made under the preceding subsection shall apply to the inter- 
change of local conversations between persons using the telephones of two com- 
peting systems or lines where such systems or lines terminate upon switch- 
boards located within the municipal limits of the same city, town or village, 
except in the case of rural party line telephones in non-competitive areas, and 
then only when the Board shall deem such interchange to be desirable and 
practicable.” 


Mr. Nespitt: That is subsection 7 (a) as drawn by the independents. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Yes, the exact language has been adopted without any alter- 
ation whatever. Now, if you will compare that with section 7 you will notice the 
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words “long distance” have been struck out. The effect of that is that the rural 
users of telephones can now get connection. 


Mr. Carveti: And you have struck out the joint board, too. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We have struck out the joint board too, and we have added 
as part of section 7 these words :— 


“and in all cases, except where such systems or companies are, in the 
opinion of the Board, operating in competition, the compensation to be awarded 
shall be limited to fair remuneration for the services being performed by the 
company or system against which the order is applied for.” 


So that it is only in case of competing companies that the Board will have any 
authority to award any compensation in addition to the services rendered. 

Mr. Turrir: On what ground do you propose to give the right to a company 
who are taking business from an independent company, to receive compensation 
when they receive the absolutely full charge that any of us would pay if we went into 
a booth to telephone. An independent company gathers the business and gives it 
to the Bell Telephone Company, on which the latter charges absolutely the same full 


rate that they exact from the general public. Now, this provision pre-supposes that’ 


the Bell Company would be entitled to compensation on the volume of business on 
whieh they already charge the full rate of toll. 

Max. Caryeti: I will try to answer that question if I can. There have been a 
good many different experts heard here, but the Bell Telephone Company and the 
local companies seem now to have got so far together that the only point of dispute 
is the question raised by Mr. Turriff, as to whether or not there should be compensa- 
tion in case the competing system comes to the Bell for long distance connection. It 
seems to be admitted, if I correctly understand the provisions of the new subsection 
7 of the independent companies, that even a competing company can have connec- 
tion with the Bell system in local conversations and there is no question whatever 
about the non-competing local company having connection with the Bell for both long 
distance and local conversations. The question, therefore, seems to be narrowed to 
the one point, as to whether the local company should pay compensation to the Bell 
for the interchange of long distance business. 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: When it is in competition with the Bell. 


Mr. Carvett: When it is in competition. I have had some experience in tele- 
phone companies, although my interests are not large enough to affect my judgment at 
all, in fact they are very small. I have had something like ten years’ experience of 
telephone systems, and in my constituency every possible phase of the subject that has 
been discussed here during the last fortnight, has been worked out, or partly worked 
out, and partly exists there to-day; we have had all these conditions to which allusion 
has been made to contend with. We are too apt to consider a telephone company as we 
would any ordinary manufacturing or industrial concern in the country. Before the 
Railroad Board of Canada or the utility boards or the provinces, took charge, that 
was true. The man who put his money into a telephone system went on and did the 
best he could; he charged the people as much as he could and made as much money as 
he could. But nowadays in all parts of Canada you have boards—I believe I am right 
in saying that in every province of Canada there is a utility board of some kind, and 
then there is the Railway Board of Canada as a whole—which have the power to say to 
a telephone company, “You shall give such and such a service and you shall not charge 
more than such and such a rate for that service’. Therefore, you take away any 
necessity for competition. In fact, you make competition unfair and undesirable, 
because from the moment the boards to which I have alluded take control both of 

~ service and rates, then competition is eliminated Now, TI do not know of any greater 
nuisance than to have two telephone systems in any town or village or within a city, 
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and I think that every man—no matter whether he be a supporter of the Bell Company 
or of independent lines—must admit he would like to see all such things as duplication 
eliminated. A man may say that he wants duplication for the purposes of competition, 
but when the telephone rates are controlled by a public board there is no necessity for 
competition, in fact you have the very reverse. What I have always contended js that 
public boards should direct their attention both to service and to rates and to the 
elimination of competition. If you pass the amendment for which the independent 
telephone companies are asking, you are not encouraging competition but a duplication 
of systems. I am speaking now in the presence of representatives of all the indepen- 
dent companies in Ontario, and I am speaking with the knowledge of the independent 
companies of my own province, when I say that the cases in nearly every instance are 
the result of lack of appreciation of its duty by the Bell Company or the big company 
in the district, whatever it may be. We do not have the Bell Company in the Maritime 
Provinces, and therefore:I am able to speak without any feeling or influence whatever; 
but the big company, as a rule, in the past has not done its duty; it has not extended 
its system as far as it should have done in the beginning. I can quite understand that 
the managers of that company, doubtless said, “We must pay dividends to our stock- 
holders”—which is quite true—“‘and if we go out into unremunerative territory we are 
going to spend a large amount of money in construction and suffer depreciation. We 
will not get remunerative rates and we will not be able to pay dividends”. So people 
were compelled to form these independent companies, and personally I have not only 
sympathy, I have every consideration for the farmers of any county who have put their 
money into a telephone system. But in nearly every instance those who organized 
the independent companies said,'“We can build a line of telephone for $125 or $150, 
put up iron wire and small poles, a fairly cheap construction, and our overhead expenses 
will be nil”. They never figured on depreciation, they did not realize that at least 10 
per cent is allowed in the big systems for depreciation. For some five or six years 
after their system is installed there is no depreciation and they say, “We can give a 
telephone service for 25 or 35 per cent less than the Bell Telephone Company is giving”, 
and they do so; and I have found invariably that while nine-tenths of the people, 
interested in the independent company are purely putting up their money for necessary 
services, there are usually one or two persons a little brighter than the rest of them, 
who think they see possibilities in the future and they want to extend, and they get 
into the Bell Company’s territory. Now there is no reason why they should get into 
the Bell Company’s territory, the Board has the power to make the Bell Company 
develop that territory; so my contention is that instead of encouraging these local 
companies to enter into a Bell territory the Bell Company should be compelled to 
develop that territory themselves. 


My. ‘Turrr: What would be the objection to an independent company going 
into unoccupied territory ? 

Mr. Carvett: None whatever. That is competitive business and there is no 
objection to that. If an independent company goes into unoccupied territory they are 
not competitors, but the trouble is that after developing that territory they go into the 
Bell territory and say they want all sorts of connections. An independent company 
can start in the city of Ottawa, and you can depend upon it their construction will 
be very much below the standard of the Bell. Now, as I said already, the overhead 
expenses of the independent companies are very small at the beginning, and it is not 
very long until they see the necessity of being able to serve the community at large, 
and then they say, ‘‘we want connection with the Bell Company, in order to give our 
subscribers the benefit of this service”. After five or six years, depreciation commences 
to show up, and the independent companies find they have got to have an increase 
in rates. But with long distance connections they will go to the ordinary man in the 
town and say, “we will give you a rate of $5 or $10 less per year than the Bell”, and 
they get subscribers in that way. If the independent company get long distanve con- 
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nections with any compensation, they have secured an additional lever enabling them 
to go around and solicit business. In all my life I have never seen this thing fail to 
happen: If an independent line was constructed, after a certain number of years up 
went the rates because they must provide for depreciation, and their overhead expenses 
become greater. 

The Cuamman: You are speaking about a city, would the same argument apply 
to a small municipality ? 

Mr. Carvett: I think so. I think the more you give a small company the right 
to extend their business, the more they go to the ordinary subscriber and say, “if they 
give us connection with the Bell Company we can give you exactly the same service 
that.the Bell Company will give’; but after a little while they find that their rates: 
are too low and they have to raise them. Then it usually results in the small company 
selling out to the Bell or to the other big company, at least that has been our experience 
in the Maritime Provinces. In my own constituency there have been three mergers 
and a fourth is fairly well under way. In every case the rates have gone up and it 
really means putting into capital an immense amount of what practically amounts 
to water. : 

Mr. Buary: The systems to which you refer are privately owned. 

Mr. Carveti: Yes, they are all privately owned. 

Mr. Brain: None are owned by municipalities ? 


Mr. Carvett: No, we have no municipally owned telephone system in the 
province of New Brunswick. They are all privately owned and the operation of them 
all works out the same way. 

The CHamMman: Would the territory have been developed had it not been for 
these private companies ? 


Mr. Carvetit: Yes, in any case it is a matter of absolute competition. 

Mr. WeIcHEL: You said in all cases these telephone companies had to increase 
their rates. Was that after the Bell Company absorbed the smaller concern / 

Mr. Carvett: The Bell Company has not increased its rates. 

Mr. WeicHuet: J refer to the other companies. 


My. Carvett: They had to increase their rates, and when those rates reached the 
level of the Bell Company’s charges the independent companies had to sell out. That 
has been our experience and therefore I do not think it right to encourage the 
duplication of lines. I think if you compel the Bell Company to give long distance 
connection without some sort of compensation you are simply encouraging the dupli- 
cation of telephone lines. Eventually it must come to a merger and the people pay 
in the end. I would prefer doing everything possible to restrict duplication, or com- 
petition if you like to call it so. JI do not care how strong you make the law as to 


the power of the Board to compel the Company to give both service and reduction of 
rates. 


The CuamrrmMan: What is your view of the amendment as drawn by Mr. Johnston ? 

Mr. CArveLtt: It suits me perfectly, except that it is almost unfair to the Bell 
telephone Company. J understand that yesterday the Bell Company were willing 
to accept the amendment and, as far as I am concerned, I am willing to accept it 
also. I will point out one thing, I think the local companies are getting a wonderful 
advantage through this amendment. I do so because perhaps the independent com- 
panies do not know what they are getting. I think they do, though. 

Mr. MacKay: I imagine they do. 

Mr. Carvett: Subsection 7 (a) provides practically that no order shall be made 


except in the case of rural party telephones in non-competitive areas, and then only 
‘vhen the Board shall deem such interchange to be desirable and practicable. I know 
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how that works out. You have got a local company who are competitors with the Bell 
and they extend out over different parts of the municipality. There may be one road 
which is not competitive, on which there are not lines belonging to both companies. 
That would be non-competitive area, and yet I do not see how in the world you could 
work out the distinction between the telephones on that road and the telephones on. 
roads which are competitive. Therefore it seems to me that practically it would 
mean that the local telephone companies get the right to go into the Bell system no 
ruatter where they are. 

Hon. Mr. Cochrane: How would it do to leave it to the Board to decide what 
a competing company, as well as the Bell Company shall sell phones for? Take a 
company that enters and wants connection with the Bell Company. How would it do 
to leave it to the Board to say what they shall sell phones for? 

Mr. Carvett: I think, Mr. Minister, the only logical thing is to leave it to the 
Board in every case. That in my contention. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What is complained of, for example, is a local company 
establishing itself say in the city of Ottawa, where it gets two or three hundred tele- 
phones and then wants connection with Montreal, Toronto, or other outside points. 
Leave it to the Board to say what telephones should be sold for in local competition. 
That would be fair. 

Mr. Carvett: What do you mean? 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: For instance, you want a telephone. Well, leave it to the 
Board to say what you will pay for it, no matter whether it is a local company or the 
Bell Company that is interested. ' 

Mr. Carvett: Then you take away from the local company their entire lever, 
because they always go round saying, “we are going to give you cheaper rates than 
the Bell Company give.” If you do that the local company ceases to exist. 

Mr. Nessrrr: Why not meet the case in this way: if they started without the con- 
sent of the Board, then you would have the right to punish them when they would ask 
for connection with the Bell. It would be better for them in the first instance to get 
permission from the Board to start in the locality. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: A good deal of the argument which has been advanced is to 
the effect that the Bell Company has refused to go into certain sections and the local 
companies have gone in and served those sections. 

Mr. Nespirr: I am speaking of cities. As to the country the Bell Company 
doubtless has refused to go into certain country districts. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What I suggest is to help out those that are in the country 
districts. 

Mr. Nespirr: What you mean is that they shall get the permission of the Board 
as to what they shall charge. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes, both the independent companies and the Bell. 

Mr. Nessitr: That is what I want to get at. 


Mr. Buain: Mr. Carvell, what is your answer to this point: An individual takes 
a message to the Telephone Office to be sent to Montreal. Now, the charge for that 
is a fixed charge, as everybody understands. The next hour a local company telephones 
i a message in exactly the same way and asks just the very same privilege. 


Mr. Carvett: That is a fair presentation of the case and it is entitled to a fair 
answer. So far as the individual message is concerned there is no difference whatever, 
not a particle; and if the local company never increased their subseribers, if they never 
went any further than they are to-day, there could be no objection whatever to passing 
an order that they must have connection without compensation. But the very moment 
you concede this right to the local companies you put a lever in their hands to go 
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round and solicit business away from the Bell Company on the ground that, so far 
s long distance business is concerned, their telephone is worth just as much to the 
‘ssubseriber as the Bell Company’s telephone. 

Mr. Buars: And the message is worth just as much to the Bell Telephone 
Company ? } 

Mr. Carvett: So far as that individual message is concerned it is worth just as 
much to the Bell Telephone Company, but the local company, with their lower rates, 
are given the right to take away business from the Bell Company—that is, take away 
their present subscribers or get new ones. 

Mr. Braty: Do you think there is much of that done? 

Mr. Carvett: Yes, I do, and I will tell you why. The local company invariably 
underestimates the cost of running a telephone system and of providing for its main- 
tenanee. The New Brunswick Utilities Board has found this out after a very pains- 
taking and long-drawn-out investigation. The local company at last reaches the point 
where depreciation takes 8 per cent of their capitalization. Invariably these companies 
find they cannot give a service at the price they said they could, and therefore, by 
what is proposed here you are simply increasing or encouraging duplication. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I would like to ask Mr. MacKay if that has been his 
experience. 

Mr. MacKay: I have only to point to the record of the companies that I represent 
that have been in existence for several years. It is true possibly that when these 
companies first went into the telephone business, of which they knew nothing, their 
rates were too low but there has been no increase that I know of, in independent rates 
out of all reasonable proportion to capital. To-day no company can organize without 
the consent of the Railway Board. No company, either in the city or in a rural 
district, can issue stock or bonds without the approval of the Railway Board. That 
Board will say whether the proposed stock or bonds is legitimate. They will not allow 
anything to enter into the organization of the company that will unnecessarily increase 
rates to the subscriber. That is all safeguarded in every possible way at the present 
time; and with all due respect to Mr. Carvell, the system to which he has alluded 
does not apply in any sense to present day conditions in Ontario. In this province we 
are operating companies with an equipment that is the equal of the Bell Company, 
and I will undertake to satisfy the Committee if I am given the time and opportunity, 
that the construction of the rural systems of Ontario is superior to the construction 
of the rural systems of the Bell Company in any province in Canada. The Bell 
Company is not known as such in New Brunswick, but there is an association between 
it and the other company. I am fairly familiar with the conditions in New Brunswick 
as regards local companies and I know there have been mergers which have wiped out 
the little concerns. I have had many letters from subscribers of these local companies 
who said they were compelled to reorganize in order to get reasonable rates and a proper 
service. The same condition exists in Nova Scotia. As far as the amendment is 
concerned it gives us absolutely no relief. If you want to give us relief you must 
remove the word “compensation” and put on record the straight opinion of this 
Committee as to whether or not the local company is to pay compensation. That is our 
request. If you leave the word “ compensation ” in you will have us exactly where we 
were. The small company cannot travel to the Dominion Railway Board, and what is 
more, the inclination would be against it. The Bell agent will come along and he will 
get his contract just the same as before, because he still has the lever on the small 
company. Mr. Carvell says the small company will have the lever on the Bell Company. 
Gentlemen, I do not think you need worry about any lever which the small company 
will have on the Bell Company under present conditions. 

Mr. Carvery: You did not answer the question asked you by the Minister of 
Railways. What has been your experience in regard to depreciation ? 
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Mr. MacKay: In Ontario, under the Ontario Telephone Act, there has been set 
aside five per cent for depreciation, which is ample. I am Spread that when the 
construction has been built according to specifications laid down by the Board, five per 
cent is ample. Now, that is what must be done under the law. 

Mr. Sinciam: If you propose to strike out the word “compensation” the subsection 
would read: 


“upon such terms as the Board deems just and expedient”. 


Would that be satisfactory ? 

Mr. MacKay: That would be an improvement upon the present law, but the 
reason we are asking for the change which states distinctly that there shall be no 
compensation is that it will place the question beyond all doubt, and the merely local 
company will know it is not necessary for them to go down with a lawyer before the 
Dominion Board and undertake a fight with the Bell Company and all its exeperts in 
order to secure connection without compensation. If our suggestion is adopted they 
will know that they will have to have their equipment up to standard, they will have 
to bear the expense of the connection and, as I have already said, under the Ontario 
Act they must provide for depreciation, ete. 

Mr. Carver: In other words you want it positively stated that there shall be no 
compensation. We may as well face the issue. 

Mr. MacKay: That is the issue itself. 

Mr. Carvett: We are up against this issue now; you say you want the right to 
connection at any time without compensation of any kind. 

Mr. MacKay: As long as our equipment is up to standard. The Railway Board 
has stated that it cannot make any declaration as to what is a competing and what is 
a non-competing company. That is a point you must keep in mind. 

The CuamrMan: If the whole question is to be re-opened we shall have to anor, the 
Bell Company the right to make a reply. 

Mr. MacKay: I apologize, Mr. Chairman, if I have detained you unduly, but 
really, I am full of the subject. 

My. Nespirt: I would like to say a word or two, Mr. Chairman. I agree with 
the subsection as amended by Mr. Johnston, except that I do not agree that the words, 
“as to compensation or otherwise” should be left in. However, the subsection is in 
better shape than it was before. During the arguments advanced yesterday it was con- 
tended that the Supreme Court had decided that compensation was necessary because 
it was provided for in the Act. I take it for granted that the Legislature in framing 
the Act meant that there should be compensation, and T do not see how the Court could 
decide anything else. 

Mr. Macponett: Let me interject something that may be helpful. I have just 
read the amendment and beg to suggest that after the word “ compensation ” be inserted 
the words “if any,” which leaves the matter wholly in the discretion of the Board. 

Mr. Nespirt: The subsection in its amended form provides that the Board may 
order the Company to provide for such use, connection or communication upon such 
terms, as to compensation and otherwise, the Board deems just and expedient. What 
is to hinder the Court from taking into consideration whether it is necessary in that 
case to have compensation.. I cannot see why, there is nothing in the Act to prevent 
it. Now, as to the further question of competing lines, competing lines or persons 
trying to form such, should be compelled to go to the Board to get the privilege of 
doing so. I am opposed to the so-called competing lines being organized against the 
Bell Company in cities, or in the country, so far as that is concerned if the Bell 
Company can give the necessary service. I cannot agree with my friend Mr. MacKay 
that the Bell Company, in constructing rural lines, has an inferior equipment to the 
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Rural companies, because in my experience of the Bell Company, they do excellent 
work wherever they are, and so far as my experience goes they give excellent service. 
Neither can I agree with Mr. Carvell that rural lines are built in a shoddy manner. 
In our section of the country rural lines are built in a very excellent manner indeed. 


Mr. Carvett: I did not use the word “ shoddy.” 


Mr. Nessirr: But you said the lines were built cheaply. I remember formerly 
that two or three telephone lines were put up in a very cheap way, with small board 
and small poles. I remember distinctly we were glad to get the hemlock line as it was 
ealled which was put up in a very inferior way indeed. It was absolutely impossible to 
get messages through the line, but the company afterwards went, and then the Bell 
people took the system and put it in a first class condition. Now, as to the question of 
compensation I think both the rural and the Bell should be allowed to charge something 
extra for Jong distance messages. In the lines I have to do with, I pay a small amount 
extra for the service. I have not the slightest objection to it, and I have not heard 
any grumbling from the people on the lines. I have had connection with two lines, 
and I have heard no grumbling on account of the extra charge. 


Mr. Buats: Do you pay so much for each message? 


Mr. Nespirt: Yes, over and above the long distance charge, a slight charge, 1 
think that charge is divided between the two companies, and I do not want to see 
any interference at all. It is a pure matter of arrangement between the two systems 
as to what they shall charge the customer on the rural system, and if they want to 
give it free, well and good; if they do not, well and good. So far as I am concerned, 
T have no complaint to make; but I certainly think the word “compensation” should 
be struck out, and I think we should leave it absolutely to the Board to say whether 
there should be any compensation or not. 


Mr. Macponett: All that I have heard here has convinced me of the wisdom ot 
my original idea, namely that the Railway Commission was the proper person to deal 
with the matter. We have heard statements from both sources almost ad infinitum 
and they have been contradicted. We are not a court to try the question as to whether 
there should be any additional compensation or payment, call it what you like, for 
any service, whether it is the case of competing companies or not. We could never 
try it out here; we have not the means or the opportunities, and it seems to me that 
the amendment which Mr. Johnston has read would be proper and safe for us to pass, 
and that, where the word “compensation” occurs—that is referring the matter to the 
Board, to award compensation—we should add the words “if any”; so that the Board 
may be fully informed that the Parliament of Canada has not directed, or made any 
provision equivalent to direction, that there should be compensation. 


Mr. Carvett: That simply emphasizes the words I suggested “or otherwise.” 


Mr. MacpoNett: From a laymen’s point of view, Mr. Nesbitt’s argument is i1Tre- 
sistible, but the present Act has the word “compensation” in it. I am simply taking 
the middle course in this matter as far as I can see it. The word “compensation” is 
in the Act now, and if we strike it out any Court interpreting that amendment would 
say we intended to remove absolutely any compensation whatever. The word “terms” 
would mean physical conditions. So that if we retain the word “compensation” and 
add the words “if any,” we make it plain to the Board and everybody that we do not 
intend there shall be compensation unless in the opinion of the Board it is justifiable 
to allow it. It seems to me we will refer the whole matter to the Board in a fair open 
way. 

Mr. Busty: The point between the contending parties is as to whether the word 
“ compensation ” should remain in the section or not. 


Mr. Carvetu: It is founded on that. 
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Mr. Buarn: You may take it out and put some words in its place, and there would 
still be a contention, and the small corporations would have to go to the Board -to find 
out whether or not, in the judgment of the Board, there should be compensation. For 
my part, I think the word ‘ compensation” should be absolutely removed, and then 
it would be simple. It would be left to the Board to say. Mr. Macdonell says to 
strike out the word “compensation” would be held to mean that we do not think 
compensation should be allowed in any case. I think we might as well face the issue, 
and say that the smaller companies do not want the word “ compensation” to appear 


_ in the section. 


Mr. Carvett: Have you directed your attention to the frank statement made by 
Mr. MacKay a few moments ago, that there is something beyond this; not only do the 
independent companies want the word “ compensation” taken out, but they want a 
positive assertion that no compensation shall be allowed. 


Mr. Brain: That is what they want, and in my opinion that is what they should 
have. : 


Mr. Nespirt: In my opinion that is not what they should have. It should be 
left to the Board. 


Mr. Green: I have listened very carefully to the argument on both sides, and I 
must say I have not seen any reason to change the idea I had to commence with, that 
it should be left entirely to the Board. Why competing lines should utilize the lines 
of the existing companies without compensation I do not know, nor have I been 
given any information that would lead me to that conclusion since I have sat on the 
committee. True, it is in a sense a question of public carriage; at the same time, on 
the other hand, is it not on all fours with two grocerymen, one of whom wants free 
delivery on the other man’s wagon? If they are not competing companies, naturally 
as the public interest demands, they should have compensation. On the other hand, 
if you are going to put competing companies in a position to undersell a man whose 
money is invested in the lines I want to hear some stronger arguments than I have 
heard for placing them in that position. As a layman, I do not know anything about 
the effect expunging the word “compensation ” would have in influencing the courts, 
as we are told by the legal fraternity here, but I am quite prepared to accept their 
reason for it, because it is their business to tell us what the legal status would be, 
and, therefore, if you are going to give compensation, or if the Board is going to have 
any powers to give compensation, why not leave it as it is in the Act now, and let the 
Board decide whether there sha!l be compensation, and if so how much. 

Mr. MacpoNELL: Compensation, if any. 

Mr. Srvcusmr: Are we delivering judgment? 

The Cuamman: We are going to decide on this section. 

Mr. Srvcuair: I am inclined to go as far as I can consistently and properly to 
relieve the small companies. The experience of my own province has been that the 
small companies have given us the rural telephones, and that it was refused in many 
cases by the larger companies, and it is only when they were forced to do it that they 
gave us any accommodation. As far as compensation is concerned, I am not altogether 
convinced that it is absolutely right that we should give compensation in these cases 
to the large companies. 


Mr. Carvetu: I only say leave it to the Board. 


~Mr. Sinciarr: We all agree, I think, it ought to be left to the Board. JI am in- 
clined to favour the proposal of Mr. Nesbitt, who wishes to strike out the word 
“compensation” and leave the terms to be fixed by the Board. It will then be for 
the Board to decide whether compensation could be given or not. I do not see why 
the court should take it for granted that we are opposed to all compensation from the 
fact that we strike out the word “compensation”; I do not agree with that argument. 
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I think the argument would be put up by the legal fraternity if that were the mean- 
ing of the subsection; but it would still be for the court to decide whether that was 
the intention of Parliament or not. However, I am inclined to vote for Mr. Nesbitt’s 
amendment that the word be struck out. : 

Mr. Carvetu: As a personal matter I would like to say, in reply to Mr. MacKay’s 
statement of a few minutes ago that there is some connection between the Bell Tele- 
phone Company and the New Brunswick Company. If that were the case I would not 
feel I had the right to vote on this question, but I want it distinctly understood by 
this committee that there is none whatever. Twenty odd years ago the father of the 
gentleman who happens to be seated on my left (Mr. Blair), and some other gentle- 
men, started a telephone company in New Brunswick. The Bell had made some 
little investment in the province, and it was agreed that the Bell should withdraw, 
and that the New Brunswick Telephone Company, composed of gentlemen on both 
sides of politics, should be formed. The Bell simply took a small portion of stock 
for the investment which they had made at that time, and tliey hold that stock to-day. 
With that exception they are in absolutely no different position from any other stock- 
holder of the New Brunswick Telephone Company. Therefore there is no connection 
whatever between the two companies. 

Mr. Nessitt: Before proceeding further I would like to get the suggestion of 
the minister as to the starting of competing lines in a city. Something was said with 
reference to that, and I think it is quite contrary to the interests of the public. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: How is this Parliament going to control provincial com- 
panies. ; 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: If a local company makes application that it is competing 
with the Bell, leave it to the Board to say what rate per telephone shall be charged 
by both companies. 

The CuHarman: As I understand it now, any company before attempting to 
organize must come before the Provincial Government to get a charter. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Minister, subsection 3 of section 375 provides for the 
filing of tariffs and getting the approval of the Board. 


Hon. Mr. CocHrane: In the case of provincial companies making the request 
dealt with here, they would have to come to the Dominion Board. 

Mr. Carvett: The clause under consideration provides for the giving of power 
subject to such terms and conditions as the Board think proper. That is broad 
enough to cover the case of local companies wanting long distance connection. They 
can say to the local company, “You want connection now with the Bell Company. 
We will pass an order giving you that connection.” The Board might even say a 
certain rate must be charged. They might hesitate to do such a thing, but I think 
they have the power under this Bill. You must remember, Mr. Minister, that it is 
not the duty of Parliament to provide for all the contingencies that may arise. All 
we can do is to pass a general law to be administered by the proper authorities. 


Mr. Buary: What is your motion Mr. Nesbitt? 


Mr. Nespirr: It is very simple. I move that the words “as to compensation” be 
struck out of the subsection. 

Mr. Sryciair: The words to be struck out should be “as to compensation or 
otherwise.” J second the motion. 4 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: If you are going to strike out those words you will also 
have to strike out the last sentence of subsection 7, because that reads “and in all 
cases, except where such systems or companies are in the opinion of the Board, oper- 
ating in competition, the compensation to be awarded shall be limited to fair remu- 
ueration for the services to be performed by the company or system against which the 
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order is applied for. If you strike out the word “compensation” where it appears 
earlier in the clause, the last sentence is of no avail and had better be struck out too. 
The Cuairman: Do you move to strike it all out? 
Mr. Nespirt: Yes. 
Subsection as proposed to be amended by Mr. Nesbitt read by Mr. Johnston. 
The CHamman: Shall the amendment read by Mr. Johnston be adopted? 


Section as amended adopted. 


On Section 373—Lines and wires on highways and public places: 

The Cuairman: Shall this section be adopted? 

Mr. Macponeu: This section is identified with sections 374 and 375. They are all 
affected by the amendments which were handed to the committee on the occasion when 
there appeared before you Mr. Thomson, representing the city of Toronto; Mr. Pope, 
the Hydro-Electrie Commission; Mr. Lighthall, the municipalities of Canada, and Mr. 
Kilmer, the Ontario Government. The last-named gentleman handed in a resolution, 
a copy of which I now hold.” First of all this involves the striking out of certain words 
in section 373. This was asked for by the Government of Ontario, the city of Toronto, 
the municipalities represented by Mr. Lighthall, the Hydro-Electric Commission of 
Ontario and other interests. The argument was a legal one, and I do not desire to 
take up the time of the committee in repeating it. Mr. Kilmer, the Ontario Govern- 
ment representative, is here, and if the committee would hear from him a brief 
explanation of the proposed amendments, it would greatly tend to shorten the discussion. 

The CHAmman: Would that not involve re-opening the whole question ? 

Mr. Nespitt: Why do you not give us the argument yourself? 

Mr. Green: Mr. Kilmer represents one side in this matter, and if we hear him 
why should we not give a hearing to the gentlemen on the other side? 

Mr. Nespitt: You have a perfect right to repeat the arguments, Mr. Macdonell, 
but I object to any outsiders coming in again this morning to re-open the matter. 

Mr. Macpone tu: First of all I propose to move this amendment to section 373, 
which is in the hands of the committee, and then give such explanation as I am able to 
afterwards. Strike out the words “or line for the conveyance of light, heat, power or 
electricity,” where they occur in the first, second and sixth subsections. In subsection 
7 insert after the word “any” in the second line the words “telegraph or telephone.” 
Strike out subsection 9. 

Mr. Nesgitr: Would you, Mr. Chairman, allow Mr. Johnston, who is familiar with 
the argument on both sides, to explain exactly what is intended? 

Mr. Macnoneiu: I have no objection. I am only too glad to get the fullest 
explanation. The request I made was a reasonable one, and I see no good ground why 
it should not have been agreed to. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: As I understand it, under the Railway Act as it exists to-day, 
the Toronto and Niagara Power Company—we will take that as an example—could enter 
upon the streets of any municipality without its consent. Subsection 2 of section 373 
in the proposed Bill provides that hereafter no company shall have that right. The 
committee has heard the Power Company. They object to the clause in the Bill as 
drawn, because they say they have vested rights under the law as it now stands, and 
that those rights should not be curtailed. The city of Toronto is not content with the 
Bill, because it says it does not go far enough. The city of Toronto proposes that a 
new section entirely should be enacted dealing with power companies, that section 373, 
as the draftsman has prepared it, should be limited to telegraph and telephone com- 
panies, that a new section, which Mr. Macdonell has in his hands, should be passed, 
and that it should be retroactive, and go back as far as 1906. 
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Mr. Green: ‘Why not as far as 1806? 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I am just stating the contentions of the two parties. As 
the Bill is drawn, not even the Toronto and Niagara Power Company could erect poles 
in the city of Toronto without getting either the consent of the municipality or the 
order of the Board. 


Mr. Nessirr: In the future. 
Mr. Jomnston, K.C.: In the future. 


Mr. Macponreti:' One reason I asked that Mr. Kilmer be heard is this: The 
Toronto and Niagara Power Company is the only company that may be said, using the 
slang term, to be at large to-day. Every other power company has been harnessed 
throvgh the medium of the safeguards contained in the public rights clauses. These 
companies came at one time or another to the Parliament of Canada to get amendments 
to their charters, and they have been uniformly saddled one and all with the public 
safeguarding clauses. The Toronto and Niagara Power Company is still at large and 
has not been brought under the operation of these safeguards to which I alluded. Under 
their charter they can go where they please and enter any municipality, without the 
consent of that municipality, of the Railway Commission or anybody else, and ply 
their trade and business. 


Mr. Nespirr: Would this clause prohibit that for the future in regard to the 
company you speak of ? 

Mr. Macponeti: It is intended to. 

Mr. Nessirr: Yes, but does it? 

Mr. Macponeti: I think it does. Let me read subsection 2 as proposed (reads) : 


“Notwithstanding anything contained in any special or other Act or author- 
ity of the Parliament of Canada, or of the legislature of any province, the 
company shall not, except as in this section provided, acquire, construct, main- 
tain, or operate any works, machinery, plant, line, pole, tunnel, conduit, or other 
device upon, along, across or under any highway, square or other public place 
within the limits of any city, town or village without the consent of the municir 
pality. ; 

3. If the company cannot obtain the consent of the municipality or cannot 
obtain such consent otherwise than subject to conditions not acceptable to the 
company, the company may apply to the Board for leave to exercise its powers 
upon such highway, square or public place, and all the provisions of section 373 
of this Act with respect to the powers and rights of any company covered by 
that section and with respect to proceedings where the company cannot obtain the 
consent of the municipality shall, subject to the provisions of this section apply 
to the company and to any application to the Board and to all proceedings 
thereon and to the powers of the Board in the premises. 

4. Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to authorize the com- 
pany, nor shall the company have any right to acquire, construct, maintain or 
operate any distribution system or to distribute light, heat, power or electricity 
in any city, town or village; or to erect, put or place in, over, along or under any 
highway or public place in any city, town or village any works, machinery, plant, 
pole, tunnel, conduits, or other device for the purpose of such distribution with- 
out the company first obtaining consent therefor by a by-law of the municipal- 
ity; provided that this subsection shall not prevent the company from deliver- 
ing or supplying such power by any means now existing or under the provisions 
of any contract now in force for use in the operation of any railway or for use 
by any other company lawfully engaged in the distribution of such power within 
any such city, town or village. 
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5. The provisions of the last preceding subsection shall apply to and restrict 
the powers of any company heretofore incorporated by special Act or other 
authority of the Parliament of Canada notwithstanding that such provisions may 
be inconsistent with the provisions of such special Act or other authority and not- 
withstanding the provisions of section 3 of this Act; and it is hereby declared 
that the powers of any such company have been so restricted since the date of the 
enactment of chapter 37 of the Revised Statutes of Canada (1906) that is to say, 
the 31st day of January, 1907.” 


Mr. Carveti: What do you say to subsection 2 of the Bill as it stands? 


Mr. Stxcrair: Suppose we decide to vote for the section as it stands in the Bill. 
What then would be the result? 

Mr. Macponeii: It does not go far enough. As far as it goes it is all right. 

Mr. Sinciam: It protects you for the future. - 

Mr. Macponeti: What I was going to say is that the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company have already put in their lines and systems without authority. This will 
continue ad infinitum, free of any control whatsoever either on the part of the munici- 
palities or of the Railway Board. Now by this amendment it is proposed to make that 
subject to the usual conditions and restrictions governing all power companies. That 
is only right and reasonable, and if that requires a retroactive section, put itin. The 
reason for that retroactive section is this: the old railway Act that we are now amend- 
ing dealt with railway and the power companies, as we all know. The Toronto and 
Niagara Power company made the astounding claim, that it was not bound by the 
general Railway Act. Although power companies were included, as we all believed, 
they declared they were not bound by the Railway Act, and the matter went to the 
courts, and the courts uniformly held, without any hesitation, and without dissenting 
voice, that the Toronto and Niagara Power Company was bound by the Act, and that 
the matter of fixing rates was under.the control of the Railway Board, but the Power 
Company took the case to the Privy Council, and there it was‘held that the company 
did not come under the Act. 


Mr. Carveti: I want to keep you right. Did they not hold that the power com- 
panies were not under the Railway Act, but that, inasmuch as the present section of 
the Railway Act was a continuation of the former section, it did not repeal the special 
rights given to this company by their special Act of Incorporation? That is stronger, 
from your point of view, than the way you are putting it. 

Mr. Macponeti: They held, in point of fact, that this company was not bound by 
the Railway Act, and in pursuance of that, all our judgments were upset in Canada, 
and this company has practically definite power to go where they like, without leave 


‘and license, and do as they please. Honourable gentlemen will see that what I am 


saylng is reasonable, that uniformly, through all time, where legislation has been 
intended to cover certain things, and the courts have found that, for some technical 
reason, it does not cover those matters, they have passed remedial legislation to rectify 
conditions and make the legislation conform to public opinion. That is all we ask 
here. The Continental Light, Heat and Power Company came here the other day for 
an amendment to their charter, and the Bill was read the third time in the House. 
It was simply asking for remedial legislation, and all that is asked in this case is to 
put the Toronto and Niagara Power Company on the same basis and footing, and with 
the same rizhis and the same remedies as all other companies have, and to make the 
plovision retroactive. ‘This course has been adopted time and again. Legislation has 
been passed to remedy defects that have been pointed out in the courts. As I read 
Tromn Hansard last night, this Bill was passed in 1902, before the Railway Board was 
appointed, and there was no means of making a protest. Now, we are able to have a 
reference to the Railway Board. The Bill was passed under the old Railway Act, and 
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when the Bill was going. through the House in Committee of the Whole, just prior 
to the third reading, Mr. Clarke, of Toronto, moved to add certain safeguarding sec- 
tions. The sponsors of the Bill said “No need for it, because it will be subject to any 
future legislaticn if conditions should arise which you, Mr. Clarke, apprehend.” And 
‘Mr. Pringle, in support of the Bill, said that “they would be subject, of course, from 
time to time to such legislation as was needed in the public interest.” That time has 
now arrived, and I am only asking that the terms on which they got their charter— 
beeause it was uccepted in that way at the time the Bill was passed—should be carried 
out; and that is accentuated by the matters I have pointed out in regard to the Privy 
Council decision . 

Mr. Sinciair: You do not pretend to say that the Privy Council would give the 
same decision under this amended Act? 

Mr. Macponetu: I do not know what they would do, and I do not think any one 
would be bold enough to guess what the Privy Council would do. For the future they 
would be governed by the Railway Act, but in the meantime this company have 
acquired a status and have acquired interests, and they will be at large with regard to 
all that. All I ask is that they be put upon the same basis as other companies. 

Mr. Nessirr: Krom the passing of this Act? 

Mr. Macponett: No, from the beginning. Perhaps Mr. Nesbitt heard the argu- 
ments of Mr. Kilmer and the other gentlemen on that point. 

Mr. Nessirr: I did, but I want to know if you think this Act is strong enough 
now to hinder them from going at large from the present time forward. I want to do 
away with the retroactive idea. 

Mr. MacpoNett. T want to make another appeal, and I do so as of right. _I do 
not come here as counsel with a brief for Toronto, or anybody else. This is an intri- 
cate matter that has arisen on account of the Privy Council decision, and I ask that 
the committee be given direct information and that the questions be answered by one 
who has come here briefed in the matter and prepared to give the answers to the ques- 
tions. Mr. Kilmer appears for the province of Ontario. I have no objection to hearing 
other gentlemen as well. 

The CHaAirMAN: I have a memorandum which I have asked counsel to prepare, 
to cover the case, in as short a manner as possible. 

Mr. MAcpnonELi: I would like to have Mr. Kilmer answer these questions now. 


Mr. Nespitt: I have no objection, but it is only fair the other side should be 
heard. 


Mr. Kitmer: The difficulty is that section 373, as drawn probably, does not cover 
the point at all of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company as to the future, and it cer- 
tainly is not retroactive. Section 373 is what you Gall a lineal descendant of section 
90 of the Railway Act. In the special Act of Incorporation of the Toronto and Niagara 
Power Company, section 90, and its lineal descendant, including, if you please, the 
whole of section 373, are only applicable to the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, 
in.so far as they are not inconsistent with the special Act itself. The Privy Council 
have decided that if section 90, or its descendant is inconsistent with the special Act, 
it does not govern the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, but all their powers are 
unimpaired by it. 

Mr. CarvELL: You do not mean section 90 of the revision of 1906? = 

Mr. Kirmer: No, the old Act. It is section 247, and the Privy Council decided 
that 247 should be read into the special Act, instead of section 90 in the repealed Act. 
Now then, going exactly the same distance with the new section 373, no matter what 
it says it is plainly inconsistent with the powers granted by the special Act to the 
Toronto and Niagara Power Company; and, at all events, it is a fair argument for the 
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Toronto and Niagara Power Company to say, and they will necessarily fight in the 
Privy Council, that section 373 of the new Act, being inconsistent with the special Act 
itself, does not apply, and therefore their powers are unimpaired the same as they were 
under section 247. 

Mr. Nessirt: For the future? 

Mr. Kitmer: For the future. 

Mr. Macponett: You have them up to date. 


Mr. Kinmer: And what is further, the old section 247 did apply to companies 
incorporated by special Act, and notwithstanding that, the Privy Council decided that 
it did govern the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, which was incorporated by 
special Act, does section 373 go one step further? It may be that the language is 
stronger, the interpretation clause has been somewhat changed, and it may accomplish 
the result as regards the Toronto and Niagara Power Company as this committee intend 
that it shall. But they did intend in 1906 to accomplish that very result in section 247 
that they are trying to accomplish here, and they failed there. In my opinion it is 
gravely open to question if this won’t fail in exactly the same way. Now, we ask to 
have that situation met beyond all question, and let us have a new section embodying 
the same principles, but do not have it a lineal descendant of the old section 280. 

Mr. Nessitr: Is your new section retroactive? 

Mr. Kitmer: Yes, for this reason, in the proposal. It was intended in 1906 to 
put this very curb on these very companies including the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company, and Parliament thought it had accomplished it, and the Court of Appeal 
thought that Parliament had accomplished it, and so decided. But the Privy Council 
decided that Parliament had not. We only ask this to be retroactive to the date when 
this Parliament passed what they thought was legislation restricting these-powers, and 
the reason of that comes particularly from an example in the city of Toronto. There 
the existing system of the Toronto Electric Light Company is with an expiring fran- 
chise, and their rights on the streets remain. Now, they have threatened publicly, and 
may have done so by this time, to transfer all their poles, wires, underground conduits, 
and so on, to the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, which is under the same man- 
agement and owned by the same people; and the Toronto and Niagara Power Company 
will exercise in perpetuity the very rights which the Toronto Electric Light Company 
are now giving up under their contract, and against their covenant to do so. That is 
a concrete example, and it is actually being threatened publicly by the manager of that 
company. 

Mr. Carvett: What rights have you as to the franchise of the Toronto and 
Niagara Power Company? - 

Mr. Kinmer: None. 

Mr. Carvett: What about that of the Toronto Street Railway? 

Mr. Kitmer: It expires in 1921. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: As I understand it, you think that the Toronto Electric 
Light (Company have made a transfer now? 

Mr. Kiumer: Yes. - 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: And it is your wish to shut them off? 

Mr. Kirmer: To shut them off. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think the city of Toronto has an agreement with the 
Toronto Electric Light Company to the effect that they have a chance to sell to the 
city ? j 

Mr, Kitmer: Yes, sir, that is the position. That has been publicly stated by the 
department. The three clauses of this Bill then do not change the old principal at 
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all. The first clause in the proposed amendment deals with this special case. In the 
second clause we do not want to interfere at all with the through transmission lines 
nor any existing contracts of this Toronto and Niagara Power Company for serving 
railway companies or companies having power to distribute in municipalities. The 
last clause is the retroactive one, and the province approves of the recommendation 
submitted by the city of Toronto and asks that it be passed by this committee. 


Mr. Nespitt: May I ask Mr. Johnston to give us his version of the legal conten- 
tion that our Bill as drawn does not bind this Company for the future. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Kilmer contends that sub-section 2 of section 373 as 
drawn would not prevent the Toronto and Niagara Power Company from constructing 
hereafter lines upon any highway without the consent of the municipality. I do not 
agree with Mr. Kilmer, because it seems to me the language is perfectly plain. ‘The 
subsection says: (Reads.) 

“ Notwithstanding anything in any Act of the Parliament of Canada or the 
Legislature of any Province, or any power or authority heretofore or hereafter 
conferred thereby or derived therefrom, no telegraph or telephone line, or line 
for the conveyance of light, heat, power or electricity, within the legislative 
authority of the Parliament of Canada shall except as hereinafter provided, be 
constructed, operated or maintained by any Company upon, along or across any 
highway, square or other public place without the consent, expressed by by-law, 
of the municipality having jurisdiction over such highway, square or public place, 
nor without compliance with any terms stated or provided for in such by-law. 


Mr. MacpoNnetL: That only applies to the future. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Undoubtedly. Mr. Kilmer says he does not think that 
clause would protect a municipality because of the decision of the Privy Council in 
the case of the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, and because of their special Act. 
But it must be remembered that we have made other amendments in the Railway Act. 
When the Privy Council gave its decision in the ease referred to, it held that the word 
“Company ” in section 247 of the present Railway Act could only apply to Railway 
Companies. Now, however, by subsection 4 of section 2, we have provided that “ Com- 
pany ” includes a person, and where not otherwise stated or implied, means “ Railway 
Company”, unless immediately preceded by “any”, “people”, “all”, in which case 
it means the kind of Company which the context will permit of. Then referring to 
subsection 2 of section 373 as drawn, you will see that it expressly means telegraph, 
telephone and power companies. Moreover, in clause 3, relating to construing with 
special Acts, it is provided, “except as in this Act otherwise provided (b) where the 
provisions of this Act and of any Special Act passed by the Parliament of Canada 
relate to the same subject-matter, the provisions of the Special Act shall, insofar as 
is necessary to give effect to such Special Act, be taken to over-ride the provisions of 
this Act.” Subsection 2 of Section 3 as drawn, clearly otherwise provides. Moreover, 
Paragraph (¢) of Section 3 provides that “provisions incorporated with any Special 
Act from any General Railway Act, by reference shall be taken to be superseded by the 
provisions of this Act relating to the same subject-matter.” If it were necessary to 
make our intention still more clear, I would propose to add as subsection 10 of section 
373, these words: (Reads.) 


“The powers conferred on any company by special Act, or other authority 
of the Parliament of Canada, to construct and operate telegraph or telephone 
lines, or lines for the transmission or distribution of light, heat, power or elec- 
tricity, across, under, or over any highway, square or other public place, shall, 
notwithstanding anything contained in the special Act, be subject to the terms, 
conditions, and prohibitions in this section contained.” 

I think that will completely cover Mr. Kilmer’s views on that point. I am not now 
touching on the question of the retroactive effect of the clause. 
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Mr. Macponetit: Do you not think there are almost as many arguments, as you 
have recited now, in favour of the Ontario Court of Appeal’s decision, which the Privy 
Council reversed, on the old Act. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The cases are not analagous at all. The old Act was not 
like the present Bill. 

Mr. CarveLL: Does not that bring us to the real question whether Parliament 
wishes to make the general Railway Act retroactive to meet the special case of the 
province of Ontario. It seems to me that is the position we have reached and that is 
the principle we should discuss. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The only thing is that Parliament in 1906 thought it had 
given power to municipalities to control their streets which they are responsible for, 
and have to pay for. The Privy Council says they have not that control. 


Mr. Carvety: Does the minister think that this Parliament in 1906 intended to 
pass legislation especially providing that a power company which, under the authority 
of its Act of Incorporation, had spent hundreds of thousands of dollars in building 
lines for the distribution of power in Canadian municipalities, should be deprived of 
that right. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: That has not been done so far. 


Mr. Carve: I understand that the Toronto Electric Light Company have a dis- 
tribution system in the city of Toronto. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurann: They have but that is not the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company. 

Mr. Carvett: No, but they are subsidiary, as I understand it, or connected in 
some way and they might as well take this thing over. There is no doubt about what 
this is. It is a fight between the Toronto and Niagara interests and three or four 
companies on the one side, and the Hydro Electric on the other. 


Mr. Macponeuiu: No, this company has the right to go amywhere in Canada, so 
that it is not confined to Ontario. 


Mr. Carvett: But the proposal of the proposed Bill certainly is intended to limit 
that right in so far as the future is concerned; there is no question whatever about 
that. It seems to me that the amendment just proposed by Mr. Johnston settles that 
once and for all; that for the future they must get the consent of the municipalities 
or go to the Railway Board. I can quite understand that in many eases there should 
be an appeal from the municipalities to the Railway Board. But let us go back; the 
proposal is that no matter how much money the company has invested in their plant, 
the municipalities should have power to interfere and compel them to remove their 
plant. ‘ 


Hon. Mr. CocuraNe: The Toronto Electric Light Company has an agreement 
with the city that they got the franchise from that the city will have the first oppor- 
tunity of buying them out, and the company is not living up to that agreement; they 
propose to sell out to the other company. 


Mr. CarveLL: We have not much evidence of that. But if that be so treat them 
fairly and bring down an amendment to the Toronto and Niagara Power Company’s 
Act or something like that. I do not think we should burden the general Railway 
Act with legislation of a special character, which might be detrimental to other 
interests in other parts of the country in order to meet the requirements of the city of 
Toronto and I have, I am glad to say, had an opportunity of discussing the whole 
question with the representatives of the city of Toronto. I can quite understand that 
I would feel very strongly if they came here by special Act that they should have a 
great deal of consideration, but I object very strongly to burdening the Railway Act of 
Canada with a clause that might be detrimental in other places simply for the purpose 
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of meeting a local condition in one portion of Canada, and it looks to me that the clause 
as drafted with the amendment proposed by Mr. Johnston would meet the conditions, 
because we do not interfere with vested rights. We do not say to the city of Toronto 
or any municipality, “You can tear down the poles.” 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: But a municipality has vested rights. 

Mr. Garvett: Certainly, but if I am correct in my information, there is a distri- 
bution system in the city of Toronto. What right would the city of Toronto have to 
go and tear down the poles? 

Hon. Mr. Cocrtrane: Simply because the franchise expires in 1919, and now they 
are making a fight. They are selling out to the parent company, and are not living 
up to the agreement with the city. 

Mr. Nessirt: Suppose they do, what difference does that make to the city of 
Toronto in regard to taking over the plant. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But they got from Parliament what they could not get 
to-day. When a company from Montreal came here to get a charter it was amended, 
and amended with their consent. 

Mr. Carvett: Iam quite prepared to say that if any company came to Parliament 
to-day and wanted the right that Parliament gave to the Toronto-Niagara Power Com- 
pany, they would not get them; but we should not shut our eyes to the fact that on 
the strength of that legislation people have invested their money. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But their charter expires in 1919. 

Mr. Carvett: Does the city of Toronto object to competition ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: No. 

Mr. Macponett: They object to people going on their streets and establishing a 
distribution power system without leave and license. 

Mr. Carvett: This Bill is drafted so that they shall not do it in the future. 

Mr. Macponett: That permits them to continue operations. 

Mr. Oarvett: Perhaps, coming from a part of Canada where we do not have to 
deal with the question, I may not be well versed in it, but if I invest my money in an 
electric hght company, and am barely making dividends, I would feel pretty ugly about 
it if the municipality could step in, take my property away and confiscate it. 

_ Hon. Mr. CocHrane: The courts of Ontario said they had not the right to do 
this. : 
‘Mr. Carvett: But the section as drafted now meets the decision of the Privy 
Council and says that in future they shall not have the right to extend these lines 
without the consent of the municipality. The city of Toronto is not satisfied with the 
amendment to the Act which provides that they shall not do these things in the future, 
but they say we should be allowed to go back ten or eleven years, and should have the 
rights to take up the poles and plants which they have placed there by virtue of their 
Act of Incorporation. \ 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No. 
Mr. MAcboNELL: You are quite wrong. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The electric light company did have a franchise from the 
city of Toronto and they are trying to avoid it by selling out to the other company. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think probably you have not read subsection 4 of the pro- 
posed amendment. 


The CHamMan: I would like to place this memorandum on the record. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Who is it from? 


my 
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The CuairmaNn: Prepared for me by representatives of the local Government of the 
province. There is material in this memorandum that the Committee have not been 
advised of, and, judging by the arguments that are being used, are not conversant 
with. The memorandum reads as follows: 


“The only Dominion Charter Company in connection with the Syndicate 
Company that composes and covers the interests opposing this amendment is 
Th? ‘Toronto and Niagara Power Company incorporated by the Dominion in 
1902. In that Act of Incorporation section 21 was a provision intended to make 
the standard clause of The Railway Act applicable, giving municipalities con- 
trol over the use of their streets. 


It appears there was a joker in that clause stating that it was only appli- 
cable when not inconsistent with a special Act. The Court of Appeal of Ontario 
in 1911 held the provision of the Railway Act referred to was not inconsistent 
and therefore applied. The Privy Council in 1912 held the opposite view and 
that the clause was inconsistent and therefore did not apply, thus leaving the 
Company unrestricted and without regulation as to Provincial, Municipal or 
Dominion control over the streets. 


In 1903 a syndicate composed of now Sir Wm. McKenzie, Sir Henry Pellatt 
and Senator Sir Frederick Nichol entered into an agreement with the Niagara 
Falls Parks Commission for a right to take water from the Welland and 
Niagara River, build a work within the park and generate electricity and further 
that they should incorporate themselves into a company which they did under 
the Provincial Act kncwn as the Electrical Development Company. They, about 
this time, purchased all the interest of the Dominion Chartered Company, the 
Toronto and Niagara Power. A transmission line was built under the charter of 
the Toronto and Niagara from Niagara Falls to Toronto and power supplied 
over it from the Electrical Development Company to the Toronto Street Rail- 
way and the Toronto Electric Light Company. About 1906 or 1907 a new 
‘Company was formed called the Holding Company under the Ontario Statutes, 
this Toronto Power Company issued their bonds and mortgaged the interests 
of the Electric Development and the Toronto and Niagara Power to the English 
Trust Company which was represented here yesterday. This was in 1908. In 
1911 a further loan was obtained from the same Company in which the Toronto 
Street Railway joined, they having guaranteed the bonds of the Holding Com- 
pany and the interests of the Toronto Electric Light were purchased. (These 
are the bonds represented by Mr. Anglin.) Therefore you will see that the 
Toronto Power Company, Dominion Charter, purchased by the Electrical 
Development in 1903, the Electrical Development controlled by the Holding 
Company in 1907 or 1908, these guaranteed by the Toronto Street Railway 
Company and in 1911 the Toronto Electric Light was purchased and all these 
companies and interests were practically the same merging all in the one syn- 
dicate under one management, and when they failed in being able to carry out 
their wishes under the Provincial Chartered Company under Provincial and 
Municipal control they resorted to powers under the Dominion Act that the 
syndicate of companies had acquired control of. This company can go any- 
where in the Dominion and do what they are seeking to do in Toronto. 


As to the bonds issued. The bonds mentioned by Mr. McKelean yesterday 
issued in 1908 was after the passing in 1907 of the Hydro-Electric Power Com- 
mission Act. It was passed in 1907 and all the power companies had been asked 
their price for power, and up to that time no question had been raised as to 
the application of the Railway Act to the Dominion Chartered Company. 

As to the bonds represented by Mr. Anglin. They were issued in 1911. 
The Hydro had been in operation for twelve months. The decision of the Court 
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of Appeal in Ontario holding that the Railway Act did not apply to the 
Dominion Chartered Company had been rendered and was then binding, and must 
have been well known to purchasers of the bonds, therefore the question of the 
interference of the security is disposed of as they were familiar with all con- 
ditions that now exist when making the purchase. 

The Privy Council later on upset the judgment of the Court of Appeal. 
Then for the first time it became known that the Railway clause did not apply 
to this company. This Act is intended to make the Act as it was supposed to 
be prior to the judgment of the Privy Council. They can convert a temporary 
limited franchise into a perpetual one in any city, town or hamlet in the 
Dominion. 


Mr. Carvett: Who wrote that statement ? 


The CHARMAN: It was prepared by the representatives of the attorney general 
of the province of Ontario. It places before you their views in regard to the case. 

Mr. Nessirr: So far as I am personally concerned, I was not in Parliament in 
1906, but I think that their suggestion that the Parliament of Canada or the Railway 
Committee at that time did not know what they were doing is an insult to the com- 
mittee. I do not see anything of the kind. I do not see why we should suppose that 
the Railway Committee at that time did not know what they were doing. I do not 
believe anything of the kind. I believe they did know what they were doing just as 
we know to-day what we are doing. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The Privy Council said that. 

Mr. Macpdonetit: They did not do what they thought they were doing. 

Mr. Nessitr: What proof have we of that? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Would not the section be futile? Does it throw dust in ones 
eyes 4 

Mr. Nessirr: It would not be futile for future companies, Mr. Johnston has 
just explained to us that according to our Act it did not apply because they were not a 
railway company. Now, as far as I am concerned I am perfectly willing that the city 
of Toronto should protect itself in any way it possibly can, but I am not willing to 
pass retroactive legislation to take away certain established rights. I do not think 
that is fair; it is practically contiscation. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They have not taken advantage of it as yet except as to 
buying out another company. 

Mr. Nessirt: Mr. McCarthy absolutely denied anything of the kind, and we have 
as much right to take his word as we have to take the word of other people; they are 
only guessing. We do not know that this other company have transferred their rights 
and even if they have, as far as I can see, it does not hinder the city of Toronto from 
taking over this company and the whole outfit in 1919. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: They have no right to take over the Toronto and Niagara 
Power Company. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: If they have sold out to the other company they cannot take 
it over. 

Mr. Nessitr: Surely they can, it must be a poor sort of agreement if they cannot. 

Mr. Macponeti: I would move the adoption of the amendment suggested by the 
Government of Ontario. 

Mr. Carveti: At this late hour of the morning, why try to force anything like 
that through? 

Mr. Macpvoneti: I do not want to force it through. 


i ee 
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Mr. Carveti: It seems to me that in the adoption of these amendments you estab- 
lish the most vicious principle I have ever heard of in my pretty long experience in 
Parliament. If there is any difficulty in the city of Toronto over this question, let them 
come here and introduce a special Bill providing that the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company shall not buy out this company, 


Mr. Macponeti: That cannot be done. There is no way of introducing a private 
Bill of that kind. 


Mr. Carvrii: It can be done, and why should we put in the Railway Act of 
Canada a confiscation clause? 


Hon. Mr. COCHRANE: By what right does this company seek to force the munici- 
palities of Ontario and every other province, to give up what they own? 


Mr. Macponeti: Yes, give up the control of their streets. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: That is the point. When Parliament enacted this legisla- 
tion, they did wrong, and I do not believe they knew what they were doing at the time. 


Mr. Carvett: We will admit they did it. 


TIon. Mr. Cocurane: The municipalities have some rights as well as this com- 
pany. 

Mr. Carvett: For the sake of argument I am going to admit that Parliament 
did as you say, although I do not believe it, and I am going to admit that Parliament 
gave them a charter, which it ought not to have given. But these men went on and 
invested their money and they have given the city of Toronto a pretty good service, 
although we are told that before the Hydro-Electrie Commission came in they were 
charging an ‘excessive price for the service. However, they gave a good service and a 
cheap service, and they have spent a good deal of money. Now you are asking this 
Parliament to take away from these people the rights on the strength of which they 
invested their money and through which they expected to earn dividends. 


Mr. Macponexi: It is not true that the company has given a good service or a 
cheap service. 


Mr. Carvett: Not given a good service? 
Mr. Macponett: No. 
Mr. Carvett: Do you mean to tell me that any man is going to patronize the 


Toronto Electric Light Company if they are not giving as good and cheap a service 
as their competitors ? 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: To whom are you referring. 


Mr. Carvett: To the Hydro-Electric Commission. I say this company must give 
as good and cheap service as their competitors if they want to get any business. Then 
you come aleng and say, “Notwithstanding that you are giving as good and cheap a 
service as your competitors, notwithstanding that you are pioneers in this business”— 


Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: They are not the pioneers, there were companies developing 
power before the Toronto and Niagara Company commenced operations. 


Mr. Carvetit: They were practically the pioneers in bringing electrical power to 
Toronto. Nevertheless you want to take away its vested right and put them at the 
merey of competitors. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I want to give the municipalities the right to control their 
own streets. 
Mr. Carvett: I say so too, and the sections in the Railway Act which have been 


quoted here, and the amendments suggested by Mr. Johnston, give municipalities the 
power to control their own streets. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C!: It is the Toronto Electric Light Company which distributes 
power in the city of Toronto. But we are not dealing with that company now, it 1s 
not the creature of this Parliament. 

Mr. Carvent: I understand we are dealing with the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company, because they are the company incorporated by this Parliament. Anyway, 
I think the principle is vicious and I should hate awfully to see it obtain in this Bill. 
If the condition exists that the city of Toronto requires a remedy, they had better 
come here and let the Parliament of Canada face the situation just as they did in the 
case of the Toronto and Hamilton Railway. 

Mr. Macponett: My honourable friend knows that cannot be done. A special 
Act that would deal with this company cannot be brought in here unless the company 
comes and asks for it. 

Mr. Carvett: The Parliament of Canada has power over the Toronto and 
Niagara Power Company. : 

Mr. Nessirt: As a matter of fact what the Toronto people want to-day is to 
shut off the supply of electricity from the Toronto Electric Light Company in order 
that they can buy them out on their own terms. 

The Cuairman: Are you ready for the question, Gentlemen ? 

Mr. Nessirr: No, we are not. 

.Mr. Buair: Reverting to the telephone section which has been amended by strik- 
ing out the word “compensation”, it is quite within the range of probability that I 
may one day be asked to construe that section as amended and to advise the Board 
whether under the amended section the Board has power to allow compensation under 
the terms of the Act, and I would like the Committee to inform me whether it is the 
intention in striking out the word “ compensation ” to take away from the Board the 
power to allow compensation in cases where in the discretion of the Board it should 
be allowed? 

Mr. Nessirr: As mover of the amendment I may say it was not by any means 
my intention to take away from the Board the power to order compensation if in their 
discretion they thought it ought to be allowed. 

The.CuammMaN: Is the Committee ready for the question on the amendment we 
have been discussing this morning? 

Mr. Canvett: Here is a long amendment, Mr. Chairman, which the Committee 
should carefully consider before taking action. I do not think you should press it to 
a decision to-day. 

The CuatrMAn: Shall we take it up again to-morrow ? 

‘Mr. Carvett: I think that will be the better way. 


The Cuatrman: The following letter and memorandum from representatives of 
Ontario municipalities now using or desiring to use Hydro-Electric Power has been 
received and will be placed on the record for the information of the Committee. 


To the Members of the 
Special Committee 
House of Commons. 
GENTLEMEN :— 


This memorial or petition of representatives of Ontario Muncipalities now using 
or desiring to use Hydro-Electric Power which together constitute a majority of the 
municipalities of the province of Ontario and which have an investment and capital 
liability of nearly forty millions of dollars, beg leave to present the attached regsolu- 
tions as representative of the wishes and the best interest of the people of the province 
and desire to say further that the municipalities appended are prepared to send a 
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large deputation to still further urge our contention that the Toronto and Niagara 
Power Co. and all other companies should be placed on the same basis as our muni- 
cipally owned system and compelled to secure the approval of the electors before 
operating any distribution system or constructing any works for such purposes. 


Yours truly, 
T. J. HANNIGAN. 


Cities. Towns. Villages. 
Chatham, Bothwell, Acton W., 
Galt, Dresden, Ayr, 
Guelph, Dundas, Bolton, 
Hamilton, Dunnville, Burford, 
Kitchener, Forest, Elmira, 
London, Goderich, Elora, 
Niagara Falls, Hespeler, Exeter, 
St. Catharines, Milton W., Fergus, 
St. Thomas, Paris, Hensall, 
Windsor, Petrolea, Lucan, 
Woodstock, Ridgetown, Mimico, 


Sandwich, 


New Hamburg, 


Seaforth, Point Edward, 
Hydro Commissions. Strathroy, Port Credit, 
Tilbury, Port Stanley, 
Tillsonburg, Rockwood, 
Walkerville, Springfield, 
Wallaceburg, Tavistock, 
Waterloo, Thamesville, 
Weston, Waterdown, 
Welland. Waterford, 


West Lorne. 


Moved by Mayor W. B. Burgoyne, St. Catharines; seconded by Mayor J. W. 
Bowlby, Brantford: 

Whereas over 100 municipalities of the province of Ontario have a large amount 
of money invested in their several public utilities including the distribution of Hydro- 
Electric power and energy, all of which utilities are operated for the benefit of the 
people in the said municipalities; 

And whereas the streets and highways within the said municipalities are built and 
maintained by the municipalities at the expense and for the benefit of the people as a 
whole; and not for the special use or benefit of any private corporation, and no such 
corporation should be allowed to make use of the same for its own private undertakings 
without the consent of the municipality interested; 

And whereas the Toronto and Niagara Power Company, in the year 1902, obtained 
an Act from the Parliament of Canada, being 2 Edward VII, chapter 107, by which it 
was granted extraordinary rights on, over, along and across the public highways of the 
municipalities of Canada, which legislation was passed without the knowledge of the 
said municipalities; and was also granted other extraordinary powers for the produc- 
tion, sale, and distribution of electricity, which powers if exercised now, would be in 
direct opposition to the rights of the people within any of the Hydro-Electric zones. 

And whereas, although fifteen years have elapsed since the granting of the said 
charter, nothing has been done by the said company towards carrying out the powers 
and privileges so granted to it, and in the meantime large sums have been spent and 
a vast amount of liability incurred by many of the municipalities of the province of 
Ontario in the installation of Hydro-Electrie power: 
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3e it therefore resolved, that the Ontario Municipal Electric Association, com- 
posed of representatives duly appointed upon the boards of management of the muni- 
cipal utilities, petition the Parliament of Canada to either repeal the said Act or to so 
amend it as to provide that none of the rights, powers or privileges granted by the said 
Act shall be exercised within any municipality in the province of Ontario without the 
consent, expressed by_by-law of the council of such municipality. 

And that copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Honourable the Prime 
Minister of Ontario, and the Hydro-Electrie Power Commission of Ontario, with a 
request that they strongly urge the Federal Government to make the necessary changes 
in this Act as it is an infringement.on the rights of the municipalities of this province. 


—Carried. 
Sr. Tuomas, February 6, 1917. 
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Whereas the city of St. Thomas owns and operates all of its public utilities 
including Hydro-Electrie power and energy, and has a large amount of money invested 
in the same, all of which utilities are operated for the benefit of the people of the 
municipality ; 

And whereas the streets and highways, within the city, are built and maintained 
by the municipality at the expense and for the benefit of the people as a whole and not 
for the special use or benefit of any private corporation, and no such corporation ought 
to be allowed to make use of the same for its own private undertakings without the 
consent of the council of the municipality ; 

And whereas “The Toronto and Niagara Power Company” in the year 1902 
obtained an Act from the Parliament of Canada being 2 Edward VII, chapter 107, .by 
which it was granted extraordinay rights on, over and along and across the public 
highways of the municipalities of Canada, which legislation was passed without the 
iknowledge or consent of the said municipalities; and was also granted other extraor- 
dinary powers for the production, sale and distribution of electricity, which powers, if 
exercised now, would be in direct opposition to the rights of the people within any of 
the Hydro-Electric zones. 

And whereas although fifteen years have elapsed since the granting of the said 
charter, nothing has been done by the said company towards carrying out the powers 
and privileges so granted to it, and in the meantime large sums have been spent and 
a vast amount of liability incurred by many of the municipalities of the province of 
Ontario, in the installation of Hydro-Electrie power: 

Be it therefore resolved that the municipal council of the city of St. Thomas 
petition the Parliament of Canada to either repeal the said Act or to so amend it, as 
to provide that none of the rights, powers or privileges granted by the said Act shall 
be exercised within any municipality in the province of Ontario without the consent 
expressed by by-law of the council of such municipality. 

And that copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Federal and Provincial 
members for this county and to the Hydro-Electric Commission of Ontario. 


The committee adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Housrt or Commons, Orrawa, 
Thursday, May 31, 191%. 


The Committee met at 11 0’clock, a.m. 


Mr. Macrrean: While we are waiting for the Minister Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to ask counsel for the Committee whether there is provision in the Act to secure what 
the people of the city of Toronto would like to get, and that is equality of treatment in 
the delivery of packages by the express companies. They do not treat the city of 
Montreal, for instance, in just the same way in which they treat the city of Toronto. In 
other words, while they give a free delivery over the whole of the city of Montreal, they 
do not extend that privilege to the whole of the city of Toronto. I think it is only just 
that there should be a provision that in handling goods the express company should give 
equality of treatment to all parties and to all cities, and I would like to know if the 
Act provides for that equality of treatment, and if not, how we can give power to the 
Commission to compel the express companies to give that equality of treatment. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Section 360 gives the Board complete power; in the first 
place it says that “all express tolls shall be subject to the approval of the Board”. 
Subsection 2 provides :— 

“The Board may disallow any express tariff or any portion thereof which it 
considers unjust or unreasonable, and shall have and may exercise all such 
powers with respect to express tolls and such tariffs as it has or may exercise 
under this Act with respect to freight tolls and freight tariffs; so that it seems 
to me that the Board has just as complete jurisdiction with regard to express 
tolls as it has with regard to railway tariffs. 


Mr. Mactean: Does the word “ equality of treatment” occur in the Act? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Mactzan: Where? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: “ No discrimination.” 

Mr. Macrean: I would like the words “no discrimination” put in this clause if 
it is not there now. That is the very word I want put in there if it can be put in. 

Mr. JouNnstTon, K.C.: We have to look at section 319 (reads) “ Whenever it is 
shown that any railway company charges one person, company or class of persons, or 
the person from any district, lower tolls for the same or similar goods, or lower tolls 
for the same or similar services eR? 

Mr. Mactesn: And “ tolls” covers express charges does it? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Quite so, that section 319 is incorporated in this section as to 
express rates. 

Mr. Macrzan: Can you work those words “no discrimination ’ 

Mr. Jou'nston, K.C.: I can, probably, but it is certainly not necessary, as you will 
see if you consider these two clauses together. 

The CHairMAN: We will now resume consideration of section 373, an amendment 
to which has been moved by Mr. Macdonell. 

Mr. MacponELL: The amendment I moved yesterday was not dealt with before 
the Committee rose. I do not want to argue the matter any further. We have, I think, . 


? in that clause? 
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all that will be useful in assisting us to arrive at a conclusion. The amendment which 
I propose is the amendment which was introduced to the Committee by Mr. D. E. 
Thompson, K-C., of Toronto, representing the city of Toronto. It was supported by 
Mr. Kilmer, K.C., representing the Government of the Province of Ontario, by Mr. 
Lighthall, representing all the municipalities of Canada, and other gentlemen who are 
here, so that really, it is Canadian-wide in its significance and in its operation. It is 
not confined to Toronto or Ontario, or any other city or province. I think Mr. 
Johnston has read the amendment, and if it is found to be correct in language, and 
not infringing any other part of the Act, it is a correct principle for the committee 
to adopt. Section 373, as at present drawn, applies to telegraph and telephone com- 
panies and companies for the conveyance of light, heat, power or electricity. The 
idea in this amendment is to take out of section 573 any reference to the light, 
heat, power or electricity, and to make a separate section dealing with electric power and 
with the condition that was referred to by the various speakers, which condition has 
arisen largely because of the Privy Council’s decision. 

Mr. Macieasn: What words do you strike out? 

Mr. Macpone.u: Strike out the words, “or line for the conveyance of light, heat, 
power or electricity ” where they occur in the Ist, 2nd and 6th subsections of section 
373, and to insert after the word “any” in the 7th subsection the words “telegraph 
or telephone.” So that subsection 7 of section 373 will refer in no way to electric 
companies, they being dealt with in the amendment I have proposed. You will find 
them at pages 331 and 332 of the proceedings of this committee, No. 16. The amend- 
ment also proposes to add a new subsection, 373 A, as follows :— 


(a) “ Company” means any person or company having legislative authority 
from the Parliament of Canada to acquire, construct, operate or maintain 
works, machinery, plant, lines, poles, tunnels, conduits, or other means for 
receiving, generating, storing, transmitting, distributing or supplying electricity 
or other power or energy, but does not include a railway company, or a tele- 
graph company or telephone company.” 


This simply defines the word “ company” as a power company and restricts it to 
that. 

Then paragraph (b) defines “municipality.” The definition is the same as in 
other sections of the Act. Subsection 2 declares :— 


“Notwithstanding anything contained in any special or other Act or 
authority of the Parliament of Canada, or of the Legislature of any province, 
the company shall not, except as in this section provided, acquire, construct, 
maintain or operate any works, machinery, plant, line, pole, tunnel, conduit or 
other device upon, along, across or under any highway, square or other public 
place within the limits of any city, town or village, without the consent of the 
municipality.” 


Mr. Nessitt: Why confine the provision to a city, town or village? Are not town- 
ships municipalities ? 

Mr. Macponett: Yes, they are. 

Mr. Nespirt: Have they not control of their highway? 


Mr. MacponeLi: T do not know what the reason is for not including townships 
also, but these are the usual terms employed. Then, subsection 3:— 


“Tf the Company cannot obtain the consent of the municipality or cannot 
obtain such consent otherwise than subject to conditions not acceptable to the 
company, the company may apply to the Board for leave to exercise its powers 
upon such highway, square or public place; and all the provisions of section 373 
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of this Act with respect to the powers and rights of any company covered by 
that section and with respect to proceedings where the company cannot obtain 
the consent of the municipality shall, subject to the provisions of this section, 
apply to the company and to any application to the Board and to all proceed- 
ings thereon, and to the powers of the Board in the premises.” 


Then subsection 4: 


“Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to authorize the com- 
pany, nor shall the company have any right to acquire, construct, maintain or 
operate any distribution system or to distribute light, heat, power or electricity 
in any city; town or village; or to erect, put or place in, over, along or under 
any highway or public place in any city, town or village, any works, machinery, 
plant, pole, tunnel, conduits, or other device for the purpose of such distribu- 
tion from the company first obtaining consent therefor by a by-law of the 
municipality.” 


That is the usual clause, that they shall not operate their works. 

Mr. Mactean: Is this the standard clause in the Railway Act? 

Mr. Macponeti: Yes, and it is perfectly fair and a proper safeguard. Then 
this proviso is added: 


’ 


“provided that this subsection shall not prevent the company from delivering 
or supplying such power by any means now existing or under the provisions of 
any contract now in force for use in the operation of any railway or for use by 
any other company lawfully engaged in the distribution of such power within 
any such city, town or village.” 


That provides for maintaining any existing system or contract which the company 
may have. 


Mr. Nespirr: Does it? 
Mr. Macponeti: I think so. Mr. Johnston can answer that perhaps better than 
I can. 


My. Carvery: How ean they extend their business if the municipality will not 
allow them to? 


Mr. Macponett: That is a general law now applying to all companies; but this 
proviso maintains any right that is existing, or any existing contract. 


Mr. Carvett: They would be in pretty hard shape to compete under present con- 
ditions. 


Mr. MacponeLtt: That is the existing law to-day. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It means that the present poles and wires may be main- 
, tained, but the company cannot add to its system. 

Mr. Carvett: It cannot go any further. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: No. 

Mr. Carvett: That means the end of the company. 

Mr. Macponett: It applies to all companies. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We are dealing with the Toronto and Niagara Power Com- 
pany. This company may maintain such poles as it has now, but it cannot add to 
them. 

Mr. Nespirr: It has not got any at present. 

Mr. Jonystron, K.C.: Yes, it has. The company runs along Eglinton Avenue 
and up Bathurst Street. 
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Mr. Macponetit: And they have conduit lines from Niagara Falls. These are 
all preserved. ‘Then, subsection 5: 


“The provisions of the last preceding subsection shall apply to and restrict 
the powers of any company heretofore incorporated by Special Act or other 
authority of the Parliament of Canada notwithstanding that such provisions 
may be inconsistent with the provisions of such Special Act or other authority, 
and notwithstanding the provisions of section 3 of this Act; and it is hereby 
declared that the powers of any such company have been so restricted since the 
date of the enactment of Chapter 37 of the Revised Statutes of Canada (1906): 
That is to say, the 31st January, 1907.” ; 


The necessity for this subsection has been argued and dwelt upon here already, 
and I need not labour the point. It is not a noxious clause. It is only intended to 
meet the case of this particular company acquiring the Toronto Electric Light Com- 
pany. I think Mr. McCarthy when he was here representing the Toronto and Niagara 
Power Company, denied that they had purchased the Toronto Electrie Light Company. 
Tf that sale has not taken place then this provision can work injury to nobody and it 
will not affect the Toronto and Niagara Power Company. 

Mr. Mac.ean: But it does protect the other parties. 

Mr. Macponetu: Yes, it protects the other parties. The committee will bear in 
mind that the Toronto Electric Light Company has bargained to sell to the city of 
Toronto in 1919 its whole undertaking and system. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: It also has bargained that it will not sell to anybody else. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They got their franchise on the strength of that agreement. 


Mr. Macponeti: It is apprehended that the Toronto Electric Light Company 
will sell to the Toronto and Niagara Power Company. If they do not sell, then the 
language of this provision can do no harm to anybody. If they do sell, it simply pre- 
vents the sale going through or being consummated in a legal manner. The language 
proposed here takes advantage of nobody but simply insures the existing contracts 
and rights to the people of that district. Although it is not usual to insert the pro- 
vision in a general Bill for retroactive legislation, it is essential in this case, and it 
is the only way to meet the existing conditions; because the Privy Council has decided 
that this company is not bound by the general provisions of the Railway Act, although 
we have always believed that those provisions did apply to all these companies. Mr. 
Carvell made a very sensible proposition yesterday when he suggested bringing in a 
special bill to amend the Toronto and Niagara Power Company’s charter, and not deal 
with the matter by general legislation. If that could be done it would be all right, 
but this company has studiously avoided coming to the parliament of Canada for any 
amendment to its charter. Its present charter enables it to walk all over Canada and 
to enter any municipality and carry on its business without the léave or license of that 
municipality. 

Mr. Nessirr: Mr. Johnston’s section as drawn stops all that. 

Mr. Jounston, K-C.: Not mine, Mr. Thomson’s section. 

Mr. Nessirr: I would like to get some information. Mr. Macdonell will pro- 
bably know as he comes from the locality most interested. As a matter of fact if this 
Committee passes his suggested amendments it practically stops the Toronto and 
Niagara Power Company from doing any business in Toronto except what they are 
now doing. 

Mr. Macponeti: No, we only ask them to do the same as any other power com- 
pany or public service corporation must do, that is get. the consent of the municipality, 
or if they cannot get that consent, go to the Railway Board, 


Mr. Nesrirt: There is a clause in the Bill which over-rides the Railway Board. 


= sy 
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Mr. Macponeti: No power company in Canada to-day has any power to distri- 


bute in a city, town, village or territory without the consent of the municipality by 
by-law. 


Mr. Nessirr: The Toronto and Niagara Power Company have got established 
to a certain extent. 
Mr. Macponeti: That is maintained. 


Mr. Nespirr: They have got established through the Toronto Electric Light 
Company. 

Mr. Macponett: No, they are established by themselves, by their own under- 
takings. 


Mr. Nessirr: The Toronto and Niagara Power Company is not established by 
itself. 

Mr. Macnonrett: Yes, they have lights there and wires. 

Mr. Neseirr: Where to? 

Mr. Macnoneti: To Niagara Falls. 

Mr. Nessitt: Whom do they supply now? 

Mr. Macponett: They are not doing any retail distribution, but they are sup- 
plying power in a wholesale manner so to speak to the Toronto Electric Light Com- 
pany and the Toronto Street Railway Company. I speak subject to correction, but 
that is the general belief and it is not contradicted. 

Mr. Nessirr: They supply power to the Toronto Electric Light Company, and 
the municipality has power to buy out that company in 1919, which is quite near. If 
you exercise that power it cuts them off. 


Mr. Macponett: Not if they sold first. 

Myr. Nespirr: Supposing the city exercises its power and takes over the Electric 
‘Light Company. They will get their supply of power from some other source. 

Mr. Macponett: Suppose the Toronto Electric Light Company should antici- 
pate the City of Toronto by selling out. What position is the city in then? 

Mr. Nessirtr: They can take it over. 

Mr. Macponett: No. 

Mr. Nessitt: Why not? 

Mr. Macponett: Any lawyer I think would give this opinion—I speak subject 
to correction also: All the city would have is damages against the Toronto Electric 
Light Company, or such as remained of that company if anything remained, for 
breach of its contract with the city to sell to the city. That is all it would have. 
What is wanted is to anticipate the sale by the Electric Light Company to the Power 
Company and to prevent its being done. If they do not intend to do that, or do not 
do it, this legislation hurts nobody. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Or if it has been done, to nullify the sale. 

Mr. Nesprrr: If the city took over the Electric Light Company and the Street 
Railway Company, then the poles and wires of the Toronto and Niagara Power Com- 
pany are simply feeding the air? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No, the city has to take them over at a valuation. 

Mr. Nespirr: They do not have to take over the Toronto and Niagara Power 
Company ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They have to take over the Toronto Street Railway Com- 
pany. 

Mr. Mactean: And the Toronto and Niagara Power Company is left there. 

Mr. Nussitr: That means that they are left in the air. 
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Mr. Macponrti: They are in the same position then as all other power companies 
in Canada. That is not a hardship. 

Mr. Nessitr: Isn’t it? 

Mr. Macponeti: TI do not think so. 

Mr. Nessirr: You would not like to have any stock in it then. 

Mr. Macponeti: They will be in the same position as any other power company 
in Canada. 

Mr. Carveti: Oh, no. 

Mr. Macvonrti: We are not making favourites. We are trying to make a per- 
fect equality. The people have a right to their own streets. That is all this amend- 
ment is designed to do. I move the amendment, seconded by Mr. Blain. 

On the motion—shall the amendment carry: 

Mr. Nessirvr: TI would like to point out that subsection 2 of the Act, particularly 
lines 37 and 38, with reference to municipalities, reads as follows :— 


“no-telegraph or telephone line . . . shall, except as hereinafter in this section 
provided, be constructed, operated or maintained by any company upon, along 
or across any highway, square or other public place, without the consent, 
expressed by by-law of the municipality having jurisdiction over such highway, 
square or public place, ete.” 


I do not see why my hon. friend confined the wording in his amendment to “ villages, 
towns and cities?’ 

Mr. Macponeti: TI did not draft the clause. I will ask Mr. Johnston if that is 
not the usual language. 

Mr. Nespirr: It is the usual language that is now in the Bill. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: There is no objection to adding the words “or other munici- 
palities.” 

Mr. Macponeti: I have no objection. Let the amendment read that way. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr, Nesbitt proposes simply to add the words “or township.” 

Mr. Nespirr: I would suggest the words “or the municipality having jurisdic- 
tion.” Do not define municipality at all. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Nesbitt is content with subsection 2 of section 373, but 
he considers that in Mr. Thompson’s amendment, moved by Mr. Macdonell, that muni- 
cipality is defined as “city, town or village,” and he thinks it should not be so 
restricted. I would suggest that Mr. Thompson’s amendment, paragraph (b) of sub- 
section 1, should have the word “or” struck out and the words “or township” added. It 
will then read :— 


et (b) “Municipality’—means the municipal council or other authority having 
jurisdiction over the highways, squares or public places of a city, town, village 
or township. 


And so on. 
Mr. Macponeti: I accept the amendment. 

Ar. CaRVELL: Mr. Chairman, I want to vote against this amendment, and I 
desire, in as concise a manner as possible, to give my reasons for doing so. In the 
first place, I have no interest whatever in the subject matter of this dispute. I do not 
even know who are the stockholders or the directors of the companies excepting that 
T have some clients, as I suppose lawyers have all over Canada, who have been unfortu- 
nate enough to have some stock in this enterprise, and for the last few years I have 
consistently advised my clients to sell out at any price they can get and ‘pocket their 
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Joss, because I could see what was going on in Toronto, and J would certainly not 
edvise any person to invest money in any enterprise in Toronto which will come into 
competition with the Hydro-Electric. This comes down to the question whether the 
Hydro-Electrie should have a monopoly in the city of Toronto. 

Hon. Mr. GCocurane: You advocated yesterday that regulation and not competi- 
tion in the case of the telephone companies was right. 

Mr. Carvett: No doubt whatever about that, not a particle, and if you will only 
follow it out you will come to the same conclusion, that the telephone and the electric 
light and power business are as far apart as the North Pole is from the South. Every 
inan can use a telephone line, and only one can use the light line going into his house; 
You can regulate the light line, but you cannot the telephone, by competition. I will 
only say this that I know places in Canada where they would not put up with the 
service the people are getting from the Hydro-Electric for ten minutes. 


Mr. Brain: I think there is no general complaint against it. 


Mr. Carvetu: No, perhaps not, but I do not care about that. I want to point out 
to the Minister that the best regulation with regard to electric light and power is com- 
petition. 

Mr. Nespirr: Or from any other business. 

Mr. Carvett: Excepting the telephone, because with regard to the telephones, 
a man does not want to be compelled to keep two telephones in his office in order to 
do business, and that is what it amounts to in a great many cases. It simply means 
that if you pass this amendment the city of Toronto has $6,000,000 invested in the 
Hydro-Electric, and the city of Toronto will not allow this company any further exten- 
sions, and there is no public Utility Corporation in the world can exist unless they 
have the right to make extensions. If you compel the company to do business just as 
they are to-day, without extension you will drive them out of business in a few years. 
The result will be the handling of the business in the city of Toronto over to the Hydro- 
Electric. If the city of Toronto wants that, I have no objection to it, but I object 
to a clause being tacked on to the General Railway Bill applying only to the city of 
Toronto. JI am unalterably opposed to this legislation taking away from men the value 
ef money they have invested in good faith in this corporation. 


Mr. Macponeti: Is there any way to meet the case? I did not quite conclude 
the statement I intended to make. when I was on my feet, but as to the point that you 
have raised, how can that be done? You cannot adopt safeguards, except in this way. 

Mr. Carveti: I have not given that matter very much consideration, I am only 
dealing with the Railway Act, and if people who have a grouch in any part of Canada 
have the right to come to Parliameut when the general Railway Act is under con- 
sideration and have it amended to cover their particular case, what kind of a railway 
Act will you have in the course of a few years? I am not much of a monopolist, my 
views on that point are well known, but I do protest against taking away from any 
man a fair return on the money which he has invested on the strength of legislation 
passed by this Government. I believe in regulation. I believe it is fair that these 
people should go to the Railway Board, and I have absolute faith in the Railway Board, 
and I believe that the people of the city of Toronto will get better satisfaction if they 
will only leave this section as it is drafted by the draftsmen who have been charged 
with that duty. Let them go to the Railway Board. I only want again to say that 
if you pass this amendment and I judge from the attitude of the Minister that he 
intends to pass it, you are simply legislating these people out of existence, and giving 
the Hydro-Electric an absolute monopoly in that part of the province of Ontario. 

Mr. Macrean: In answer to the argument of the honourable gentleman from New 
Brunswick, who says that we are interfering and confiscating the rights of individuals 
who have made investments—and he says the city of Toronto is doing that—I say that 
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the whole province of Ontario is supporting this amendment. This amendment is 
asked in the interests of the investment which has been made by the municipalities. 

Mr. Carveti: After the other investment had been made by this company, and in 
face of that investment. 

Mr. Maciran: Granting that, they have made their investments, and while you 
say you are maintaining your rights you are putting your company in a position to 
confiscate all the rights of others who happen to be interested, and these people happen 
to be municipalities of Ontario. 

Mr. Nuspirr: Where ? 

Mr. Macirean: All over Ontario. 


Mr. Sivciam: The objection by some members of the Committee is to the retro- 
active feature of the section which affects only the city of Toronto. 

Mr. Maciean: If it is not made clear, as it is made clear in the amendment, that 
the rights of everybody are respected, a lot of rights will be confiscated. 

Mr. Nespirr: Mr. Johnston’s resolution covers that effectively. 


Mr. Maciean: Mr. Carvell, while he says he is protecting the investment of some 
individuals, is invading the rights of the municipality; why put them in a false 
position ? 

Mr. Stycrair: I have no clients who are interested in this matter to the extent of 
one cent, and I have no prejudices against the Hydro-Electric Company. All I know 
about that company is that it is a useful institution, and I would like to bave one in 
my province. J believe in municipal control, but I do not believe in the right of any 
company to go into the streets of any town or municipality and put up wires or poles 
without the consent of the municipality. I will vote in accordance with that principle 
on every occasion, but I do not like the retroactive feature of this measure and that 
is the reason why I am going to record my vote against it. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: My justification for taking the position I do is that I think 
the Parliament of Canada did wrong in giving the company these powers. They did 
an injustice to the different municipalities in the provinces of Canada, and I think it 
is the duty of this Parliament to mend that wrong. 

Mr. Nessirt: So far as I am personally concerned, I have nothing but the 
strongest feeling of friendship towards the Hydro-Electric. They operate splendidly, 
so far as I know, throughout the length and breadth of Ontario, but the Act as drawn 
protects the municipalities without any additional sections. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It does, except in regard to this company. It will not pro- 
tect the municipalities from this company. 


Mr. Nesgirr: Pardon me, I think it does. I could not agree with you in that 
statement. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I am so advised. 


Mr. Nessitr: It absolutely protects all the municipalities for the future from 
this or any other company. 


Mr. Mactean: he Ontario Government, which is supposed to be the guardian 
of provincial rights, says the municipalities are not protected, and Ontario has been 
represented before this Committee for that reason. 

Mr. Nessirr: The Ontario Government say they were not protected previously, 
but they cannot say they are not now protected, because it is distinctly shown by Mr. 
Johnston, the adviser of the Committee, that they are protected both in the interpre- 
tation section, and in the section in question. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: As to the future. 

Mr. Nespirr: I am talking of the future, and these people have no right in any 
place except Toronto at the present time. There is no question about that, 
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Hon. Mr. Cocurane: And they should not have any rights there. They are only 
by reason of the bad faith of the company that got its charter from the people of 
Toronto selling out to them and giving them their power. 

Mr. Nespirr: I cannot agree that the Parliament of Canada did not know what 
they were doing when they gave them the right. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They certainly were doing it to the advantage of the different 
municipalities in the province. 

Mr. Nessirr: That may be true, but that will be prevented in the future. Sub- 
section 4 of the amendment proposed by Mr. Macdonell says :-— 


“Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to authorize the com- 
pany, nor shall the company have any rights to acquire, construct, maintain 
or operate any distribution system or to distribute light, heat, power or elec- 
tricity in any city, town or village, or to erect, put or place in, over, along or 
under any highway or public place in any city, town or village any works, mach- 
inery, plant, pole, ete.” 


That absolutely prevents this company increasing their output in any shape, 
manner or form. 

Hon. Mr. Cochrane: If they do not make an agreement with the city. 

Mr. Nessirr: I doubt if they can make an agreement. There is no doubt about 
the fact that there is a local prejudice in Toronto against this corporation. Even our 
friend Mr. Macdonell, who is generally absolutely fair, seems to be prejudiced against 
this company. 

Mr. Macvoneti: I am trying to protect the rights of the people. 


Mr. Nespirr: He imagines they are going to do this, that and the other thing, 
and that they are going to destroy the interests of the city. No corporation can be 
successful without having the good wishes of its patrons, and the only way these peo- 
ple can have the good wishes of their patrons, is to deal fairly with them. There is 
no question about that. Anybody with business experience knows it is absolutely 
impossible to build up any business in this country without the good wishes of its 
patrons. The reason I am not supporting the clause is simply because I can see very 
readily that the city of Toronto means to confiscate the property of these people, and 
there is English money invested in this corporation. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Confiscation is not proposed here. The matter must be 
left to arbitration, and that is not confiscation. 

Mr. Nespirt: There is no reference to arbitration here. The company is sup- 
posed to go to the Board, and Section 4 takes away the power of the Board to Weal 
with it. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is only as to the distribution. 

Mr. Nespirr: They take away the power from the Board to deal with it, and I 
am willing to leave it to the Board. 

Mr. Macponett: There is no power company in Canada which has the right to 
distribute power in a community or municipality without the consent of the muni- 
cipality. There are two separate things involved. There is the transmission line, 
and the municipality has the power to say it shall not be constructed. If the muni- 
cipality refuses permission to construct, the company has the right to go to the Rail- 
way Board, but when it comes to distribution no company has the right to go to the 
Railway Board, if the municipality says “ No, we do not want you here as vendors and 
distributors of power in this community.” This company will be treated identically 
the same as all other companies are treated, and there is not a shadow of anything in 
the nature of confiscation. 
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Mr. Carvett: There is one point which has not been discussed, and 1 think | 
might as well point it out. It is well known that the city of Toronto has the right to 
purchase this company two years hence, and the Minister says he wants to prevent 
this company selling out their property, so that when 1919 arrives there will be some- 
thing there for the city to buy. The logical result of this legislation will be that two 
years hence the property will not be worth fifty per cent of its present value. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It will be worth just as much, if the city has the right to 
take it. If the Niagara Power Company has not the right to take it it will be worth 
just as much. The Toronto Electric Company only have the franchise for so many 
years, and it expires in 1919. What good will it be, if they cannot continue? 

Mr. Carvett: Under present conditions they have a growing business, and a 
business which has a right to expand. When it comes to arbitrate, the city will be 
paying them for a business that has a right to grow and develop and they will not be 
paying them for so many poles, copper wire and so on. They will not be able to say to 
them, “We only have to pay you for so many pounds of copper wire and so many 
poles”, That is the real object behind the Bill. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It does not make a particle of difference. 

The Committee divided on the amendment which was declared carried. 

Mr. Carvett: We want the yeas and nays. 

The Cuairman: I eall for the yeas and nays. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We want the names recorded. 

A vote being taken, the amendment was carried on the following division :— 


Yeas: Hon. Messrs. Cochrane, Maclean, Blain, Macdonell, Weichel, Hartt, 
Donaldson, Bradbury, and Bennett (Calgary). 


Nays: Hon. Messrs. Carvell, Nesbitt and Sinclair. 


The CuairnmMan: I understand Mr. Nesbitt wishes to refer to a number of clauses 
this morning. 

Mr. Nessirr: Before taking up those clauses I desire to make an explanation. 
In moving my resolution yesterday on the telephone section, I moved that the word 
“compensation” be struck out, for the purpose of leaving it absolutely with the Board 
whether there should be compensation or what allowance should be arranged between 
the united companies and that was recorded. There appears to be a doubt as to whether 
the Court would not construe that clause as meaning that the Board had not juris- 
diction over the whole thing. I understood it had jurisdiction, and I would not like to 
mislead any person as to my intention. My intention was absolutely clear; that I 
desired the Board to have absolute control and be able to say what the payment should 
be in case any of these companies were united. If there is any doubt about it, and if 
any gentleman who voted for my motion were voting under a misapprehension, I will 
be perfectly willing to have the section reconsidered, as far as I am concerned. 

The Cuamman: I do not think it is the wish of the Committee that it should be 
opened up again. Your statement will be recorded, and I presume that will be 
sufficient. 

Mr. Nesgirr: I am in the hands of the Committee. 

Mr. Carvett: But this statement cannot go to the Supreme Court. What Mr. 
Nesbitt says here cannot be used in court. 

The Cuatrman: None of the statements of members here will be used in the 
courts. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think there is no doubt about the effect of Mr. Nesbitt’s 
amendment. The striking out of the word “compensation” defeats the purpose he had 
in view. I do not think it would be possible for the Board to award compensation, the 
word “compensation” having been struck out, and the court would so interpret it. 
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The Cuairman: Is it understood that Sections 373, 374 and 375 are carried? 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: I have a suggestion to make, not affecting what you have 
dene but relating to the railways, with respect to section 373. 

The Cuaiman: Shall section 374 be adopted? 


Section adopted. 


On Section 375—Provisions governing telegraphs and telephones. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The word “leasing” appears in subsection 2, and it also 
occurs in section 369. The point is this; As it stands there the section provides that: 


Notwithstanding anything in any Act heretofore passed, all telegraph and 
telephone tolls to be charged by the company and all charges for leasing or 
using the telegraphs or telephones of the Company, shall be subject to the 
approval of the Board, and may be revised by the Board from time to time. 


Now in subsection 2 of section 369, the word also occurs: 


No toll or charge shall be demanded or taken for the transmission of any 
message or for leasing or using the telegraphs or telephones of such Company 
except in accordance with section 375 of this Act, and the said Company and 
its Said business and works shall in all respects be subject to the provisions of 
the said section. 


The Telegraph Companies object to “leasing” being included in these two sections, 
for the reason that the leasing of a line—that is to say, what they call a private wire 
privilege—is wholly a matter of bargaining. It is not the sending of a message by 
the public at all, but a wire is leased or it is not leased. The man wants a private 
wire and is willing to pay for it. If he does pay he gets it, if he does not pay he does 
not get it, it is a matter of contract. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is optional with the telegraph Company whether they 
will lease the wire or not? 

Mr. Curytser, K.C: Yes, or whether they will lease any wires or not: 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane.: If the lessor and the lessee cannot agree there ought to be 
some tribunal to arrange the matter. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I have stated the contention of the Company. This matter 
has never been under the control of the Board and I do not see how the Board could 
eontrol it. It is not a matter of public tariff at all. 

Mr. Macrean: Suppose there is-discrimination in the leasing of wires, and one 
man gets a better rate than another. That is where this Act should apply. 

Mr. Curyster. K.C.: How do you know it is discrimination ? 

Mr. Mactean: You say this is a matter of private bargaining. Private bargains 
are the very things we do not want. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C:. Wires are from different places and under different con- 
ditions. I suppose in the case of wires from Toronto the same rate is charged to all 
persons. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Take a broker’s wire to New York. 

Mr. Mactean: There are brokers and newspapers in Toronto who have leased 
wires from public companies. Public companies that lease wires should have their 
rates subject to regulation, and there should be no discrimination. There would be 
discrimination if you were to take away the protection afforded in these sections. I do 
not think, Mr. Chrysler, you should object to that. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I do object. 

9—35 
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Mr. Macponetit: What is the reason for your objection ? 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Because it is not a proper subject for regulation by the 
Board. 

Mr. Macponeti: The provision does not hurt you if it remains in the Act. 

Mr. CurysiEr, K.C.: If we are not satisfied with the prices we are getting for 
leased wires we do not lease them. 

Mr. Mactean: That is not the point. The point is whether you are to be authorized 
te discriminate. 

Mr. Curysurr, K.C.: That is not the point at all. 

Mr. Mactesn: That is what we think. 

Mr. Curysurr, K.C.: Mr. Maclean’s point, I submit, does not meet the case at all. 
The general clause which Mr. Johnston read a little while ago during the discussion 
‘ on another matter relates to leasing, or any other privileges granted by the Company, 
but it is not a case here of a public tariff or of including leasing in either of these 
sections. : 

Mr. Sincuam: Your proposition is to strike out the word “leasing”. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: Our proposition is to strike out the word “leasing” where 
is occurs in sections 369 and 375, 

Mr. Sincrair: The sections will then apply to charges for using telegraph and tele- 
phone ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. 

The CrairMan: Shall the word “ leasing” be struck out? 

Mr. Carvett: I for one, confess I have not had very much experience in this 
kind of business, but I can see a great difference between the leasing of telephone or 
telegraph wires and the ordinary use of a railway company. We want the Board to 
have absolute power to prevent undue discrimination, but there are very few people who 
can avail themselves of the privilege of leasing a telegraph or telephone line. It seems 
to me it is getting down to very small business to ask the Board to step in and say 
that one newspaper should have the right to lease a telegraph line and another news- 
paper shall not, or that one broker shall have the right to lease a wire and another 
broker shall not. It seems to me that there is a-great deal in what Mr. Chrysler has 
said. It is so small and narrow a thing, that it ought to be a matter of contract 
between the company and the party using the wire. I imagine there would be very 
few people in a community who would be influenced or affected by it. 


Mr. Macrean: You are establishing the principle of private bargain in connec- 
tion with the public franchise and the public sérvice. Now, it is a public service when 
a telegraph or telephone line is used by an individual or a newspaper as a special wire. 
All we say is that inasmuch as the companies do under the franchise lease private- 
wires, there must be equality of treatment, and therefore that lease should be subject 
to the revision of the Board. 

Mr. Carvetit: You have had experience in this matter, and I would like to have 
your opinion on a case such as this: We will say that a railway company has a dozen 
wires running between Toronto and Montreal, and three-fourths of them are taken 
up. Would it be proper that the Railway Board should have the right to come in and 
say who shall get the other three wires? 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: Or order the company to provide 50 more wires? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Should a newspaper pay the same rate for a wire from New 
York to Toronto as a broker pays? 


Mr. Mactean: I do not know. 
Mr. Carvet: It is a question of principle, Mr. Maclean. 
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Mr. Maciran: I want the newspaper to come under the general application of our 
practice where a public franchise is involved, whether it is a case of dealing with 
individuals or with communities. There must be no discrimination, but these private 
bargains allow discrimination. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: We look upon it in this light—I do not know whether it will 
add anything to the discussion or not. Leasing a wire is like leasing part of a com- 
pany’s property. You might as well say when there are offices to spare in the O.P.R. 
building here or in Montreal, or in the Grand Trunk offices, that the Railway Board 
are to regulate the rate at which we shall lease those premises. We may be wrong 
and Mr. Maclean may be right, but that is our view. In the case of a private wire it is 
the same thing. It is something we do not need to have at all, but we do have it as 
incidental to the business of transmitting messages to the public. It is possible for us 
to have private wires which we can lease, and there is no question of discrimination. 
It is not so much the question of the rate, as being ordered by the Board to provide 
additional wires, to put in wires where we do not use them at all. We think that is 
something we should not be compelled to give to the public under regulations of this 
kind. 

Mr. Macnoneti: This section refers only to the toll that the company shall charge. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Look at the other section. You have to take the two together. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Sub-section 2 of section 369 reads: “ or for leasing.” 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: As far as the press is concerned you can regulate it by the 
order of the Board now. 

Mr. Maciean: Where would an injustice be done if the Bill remains as it is? Give 
us a specific case. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Supposing ten people in Toronto have private wires, and 
some more come and say: “We want more private wires.” Supposing the company 
said: “ Our poles are full, we cannot take any more.” Why should we be ordered to? 
We might be ordered to take all the messages that come to us. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You must get paid in that case. The Board would give you 
fsir compensation. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: We cannot send a wire to New York. It is done by arrange- 
ment with other companies. The Board has no control over that. 

Mr. Maciean: Then you cannot be compelled to give it. 

Mr. Smvcxair: Is it clear that the public could not be interested in any way in 
leasing? It is not very clear in my mind. Circumstances might arise in which it would 
be to the interest of the community to have leasing of the wire controlled, where 
duplication would be prevented, or something of that kind. I do not think this should 
interfere with the question of private wires. I do not see my way clear to let the 
Board decide the question of dealing with a private wire. Do you, My. Maclean? 

Mr. Macuean: I see why the Board should have jurisdiction over the exercising - 
of any franchise that Parliament gives to a company. A leased wire is a service as 
rouch as any other service, and therefore within the jurisdiction of the Board, and I 
wish to keep the full jurisdiction of the Board. 

Mr. Carvett: Would you carry that to the extreme that Mr. Chrysler mentioned 
a few moments ago, to the renting of an office in a building? 


Mr. Mactean: That is not part of its franchise. 
Mr. Carvett: They have the right to purchase real estate. 


Mr. Mactean: That is altogether different. The object of the company, under- 
lying its franchise, is a public service, and this is a public service. Leasing a building 
J do not think is a public service. 
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Mr. Macponert: Mr. Blair might give us reasons that there may be for this 
legislation. 

Mr. Brair: I am sorry to say, Mr. Macdonell, that I cannot give you the views of 
the Board or any of the Commissioners. Any views I may have, of course, I do not 
know that the Committee would be interested in. 

Mr. Sinciamr: This section is new, Mr. Blair, why was it put in the Bill? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The draftsman said that this section is adopted from what 
are known as the standard clauses. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The word “leasing” is put in here for the first time. 

Mr. Mactran: This is a progressive Bill, that is why. 

Mr. Macponett: There should be some regulation. You may have thousands of 
lines in future years. 

Mr. Macuran: The Board will not do you the injustice of compelling you to give 
an unprofitable service. 

Mr. Nessitr: The Bill refers these matters to the Board, and no disputes are 
likely to arise. If any person leased a private wire from a telegraph company, and 
any dispute should arise, the Board would take everything into consideration. 

The CHarrMaN: Section 375 stands. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We are dealing with sections 369 and 375. These clauses 
are passed, as I understand. * 

Mr. Catyry Lawrence: Do I understand that the Committee has finished with the 
clauses in connection with telephone or telegraph wires. We have already objected 
to section 372. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: We have not come to that section:. 


On Section 6. Railways controlled or operated by Dominion companies. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Paragraph (ec) of this section is new, and is to be taken 
along with section 152, subsection 6. I do not appear for the provincial authorities, 
end have no concern with them; but I want to bring one case before the Committee. 
Paragraph (c), section 6 reads: 


(ec) Every railway or portion thereof, whether constructed under the 
authority of the Parliament of Canada or not, now or hereafter owned, con- 
trolled, leased or operated by a company, wholly or partly within the legislative 
authority of the Parliament of Canada, or by a company operating a railway 
wholly or partly within the legislative authority of the Parliament of Canada, 
whether such ownership, control, or first-mentioned operation is acquired or 
exercised by purchase, lease, agreement or other means whatsoever, and whether 
acquired or exercised under authority of the Parliament of Canada or of the 
legislature of any province, or otherwise howsoever; and every railway or portion 
thereof, now or hereafter so owned, contsolled, leased or operated shall be deemed 
and is hereby declared to be a work for the general advantage of Canada. 


Section 152, subsection 6 reads: 


(6) Every railway and undertaking, or part thereof, in respect of which 
such an agreement is made, upon such agreement being sanctioned by the 
Governor in Council, shall be deemed and is hereby declared to be a work for 
the general advantage of Canada, and such railway and undertaking, or such 
part thereof, and, so far as concerns the same, every company which is a party 
to the agreement, shall be subject to the provisions of this Act. 


Now I will make plain to the Committee the only thing we are interested in here. 
The Parliament of Canada has taken jurisdiction over the railways which cross or join 
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Dominion railways. In the legislation of 1903, I think, they changed that in some 
respects, but in 1908 or 1909 they enlarged it in this way; that the Parliament of 
Canada takes jurisdiction wherever a Dominion railway acquires property which is 
under the jumisdiction of a provincial legislature by purchasing its stock or the control 
of its securities, or in any other way of that kind. That we have nothing to say about. 
The only case we want to bring before the Committee is the simple case of leasing 
and the point is raised by the Canadian Pacific Railway in connection with a particular 
railroad which they say is the only railway to which this new section will apply, and 
they ask the favourable consideration of the Minister and the Committee to that case. 
The railway is the Quebec Central Railway which is not now under the jurisdiction 
of the Parliament of Canada, and is not by any existing section of the Railway Act 
covered, because the Canadian Pacific Railway does not own its stock or its securities. 
It has its own organization and its own officers; it is operated by itself except that for 
a rental it is leased to the Canadian Pacific Railway, and the following is an extract 
from a letter from Mr. Beatty, the General Counsel of the C. P. R. 

Mr. Sivciam: You are not passing now under the Board? Does this railway not 
go to the border? 

Mr. Curyster. K.C.: No. 

Mr. Srvcxiarr: Js it the only railway that is not under the Board? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The only railway of the class, it is only a provincial railway; 
other railways have been acquired and taken by control of the stock and bonds, but 
in this company the shareholders hold the stock and the bonds are held by the creditors. 

Mr. Sincuair: There is a railway in the province of Nova Scotia that is not 
under the Board. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not say it is the only ease of the kind, but it is the 
only case in which the C. P. R. is interested. 

Mr. Srncuatrr: The one in the province of Nova Scotia is owned by the coal 
company, and has never been brought under the jurisdiction of the Board. 

Mr. Carvett: The Minto and Grand Lake Company J think has not been brought 
under the Board. : 

Mr. Mactran: Would an injustice be done in that case, if that road should pass 
under control of the Railway Commission ? 

Mr. Carvett: An injustice? 

Mr. Mactean: Yes. 

Mr. Carvett: No, on the contrary if you go along one of these roads where the 
road is under the local Board and is operated by one of the great railroads, you will 
see what injustice is done to the traffic on that railway; it ought to go under the Board. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have no instructions about the case of which Mr. Carvell 
speaks, but this section, it seems to me, is one in regard to which Parliament should 
withhold its hand for the reasons I am going to read from this letter written by Mr. 
Beattie, Vice-President of the C. P. R., who says: 


We are not affected except in one instance—the Quebec Central,—a pro- 
vineial company which is leased to this company for financial reasons but 
operated as a separate property with its own management and staff. It is not 
in any sense a work for the general advantage of Canada, or operated as such, 
it is not even operated as part of the C. P. R. system. The advantages of this 
arrangement, from local standpoint, are many. 


Now this is the point which may offset the proposed advantages of which you spoke: 


The railway was fostered by the Provincial Government, an extension of 
it from time to time has been made to open up local territory. It has therefore 
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a strong local atmosphere, and is supported by the provincial and local sentiment 
of the counties through which it runs. This, you know, is a valuable asset 
to any railway company. I do not think there is any small road in which the 
people of Quebec have a greater pride than in the Quebec Central. They have 
watched it grow and assisted it in its growth. Its local status is a distinct 
advantage in dealing with labour and other matters connected with its operation. 
These advantages would be lost if it became in fact a part of the C. P. R. system 
and subject to Federal instead of Provincial control. I mention this to you 
now because—this is a letter to me, and he wrote a similar letter to Mr. 
Johnston. 

Because, while I understand subsection (ce) of section 6 was passed, the 
discussion will undoubtedly be resumed when section 152 is resumed. 


‘ 
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I have nothing to say as to the question of policy, or as to its application to other 
roads, but the ©. P. R. thinks that it would be prejudicial to that railway if this section 
passes and becomes effective, making the Quebec Central a Dominion railway instead 
of a Provincial road. 

Mr. Macrirean: Does it go to the border? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It goes to Sherbrooke. 

Mr. Carve: I might say I was on that road, with Mr. F. N. McCrea, the Member 
for Sherbrooke, who is possibly one of the largest shippers on that road, he is largely 
interested in the pulp and paper industry, and I overheard a conversation between him 
and other gentlemen, in which they were bitterly complaining of the fact that they 
had to pay two freight rates, because the Dominion Railway Board had no jurisdiction 
over that railway. 

Hon. Mr. CocuraNne: I have had complaints too. 

Mr. Carvett: They were complaining very bitterly, and they gave a number of 
illustrations justifying their complaints. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is largely a matter for the Quebee authorities, and the 
Quebec people, but that is the way we feel about it. 

Mr. Srvcuaim: If this road has never received assistance from any Government in 
any way, can we bring a railway of that kind under the Dominion Board. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I think that we can; the question has been raised whether 
Parliament has the power to declare such a road for the general good of Canada, but 
the point has never been definitely decided; my opinion is that we have such power. 

Mr. CarveLu: There will be no question that where a railway is leased by one of 
the big railways which is under the jurisdiction of the Board, Parliament would have 
the right to bring it within the purview of this clause, for the general advantage of 
Canada. 

Hon. Mr. Cocorane: And Mr. Beattie does not question our right? 


Mr. Mactean: He questions the advisability. We would like to hear from Mr. 
McCrea. 

Mr. McCrea: The Quebec Central is operating under a Quebec charter, leased 
and controlled by the C. P. R. When we want rates they give us local rates. They 
claim that they are operating themselves and are not subject to the control of the 
Railway Commission, consequently we have no redress by going to the Railway 
Commission. When it is a question of routing the goods through, for instance, ship- 
ping material a long distance, we sometimes route our shipments by the way that suits 
us best; but the railway undertakes to route by such routes as will give them and their 
connections the longest haul, and they claim they have a right to do so. I think they 
have had the ruling of the Quebec Railway Board on this question, and they decided 
thet a road had a right to route its freight by the longest haul. In one case they took 
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that a road had a right to route its freight by the route which gave its own line and 
connections the longest haul. In one case they took the ground that, operating under 
a Quebec Charter, they were not subject to the rulings of the Dominion Railway Board. 
On the other hand, when it suits their purpose for the routeing of their freight, they 
say, “we are part and parcel of the C. P. R. and consequently we have a right to route 
our freight against the will of the shipper by the route that gives the longest haul.” 
They should come under the one ruling or the other. They cannot simply take the 
position that suits them best. 
The Cuamman: You believe they should come under the Railway Board? 

- Mr. McCrea: Either that or give the shipper the right to ship his goods by the 
route he desires them to go. I know cases where they have changed the route. The 
shipper billed his freight to be carried by a certain route, and the Quebee Central 
agents undertook to change that and said they had a right to do so because the ruling 
of the Board gave them the right to do it. 

Mr. Nesgirr: The Quebec Board? 

Mr. McCrea: Yes. 

Mr. Carvett: It must have been the Dominion Railway Board. 
Section allowed to stand. 


On section 171, sanction of Board. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This section is a little complicated. The committee will 
remember that, when section 168 was under consideration, it was stated that the Bill 
made a change in the existing legislation. Down to the present time the general plan 
or general location of the railway is to be approved by the Minister, and this Act 


. proposes to submit the location plan to the Board. In the Act from which these 


sections are drawn, provision was made in Section 171 for the filing of a detailed plan 
of the railway with the Board, and also with the Railway Department, but it was 
filed with the Board for approval, and they were to consider it. Section 171 was taken 
in conjunction with Section 159. Section 171 provided for a right to deviate from 
the general location plan to a limited extent. If the Committee will bear with me for 
a moment, I should like to say something of the history of that because the state the 
legislation with regard to deviation has got into is rather peculiar. Originally the 
deviation provided for by the Railway Act was a very limited amount. I think 
it was not to exceed a quarter of a mile or two or three hundred yards. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Half a mile from the central line. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The intention, I suppose, was to provide for unexpected 
difficulties in carrying out the line as indicated by the general location plan, and prob- 
ably some provision for making a deviation was necessary. In 1903 I think it was 
made, as it stands here, a deviation of one mile but in providing that leeway for the 
railway companies, I have no doubt everybody will agree that the object of that section 
providing that leeway for the railway companies was to make it permissive. A big 
twist has been given to the section by the decision of the Supreme Court of Canada on 
the section with regard to the authority of the Board which says in 33, subsection 21, 


The Board may order and require any company or person to do forthwith, 
or within or at any specified time, any act, matter or thing which such company 
or person is or may be required or authorized to do under this Act. 


I am leaving out the connecting words but that is the substance of the provision. . 
That has been applied in a decision of the Supreme Court to the ordering of a new 
station. In the case of the Grand Trunk between Hamilton and St. Catharines, the 
Board ordered them to build an additional station, and the company objected on the 
ground that they had already a sufficient supply of stations, and did not need a new 
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one, and pointed to the Act which said they were to furnish stations at the stopping- ~ 


places provided, meaning the stations provided in the original plan. The Board ordered 
the station to be built. The Supreme Court said that whether or not the Act meant 
that additional stations should be ordered, the Board had power, under Section 26 
as it then stood, now Section 33, to order the Company to build a station because the 
company had permission, under the Act, to build a new station, if they wanted to. 
That applies to Section 171, because under this section, if some alteration is not made 
in it, the Board will have right to order an existing completed railway to move its 
tracks, and place it down somewhere else. That is to say, within the limits of a mile. 
J think that was the intention. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: That was not the intention. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am merely pointing it out, because I think it was not 
the intention. There is another section further on which gives the Board an enlarged 
power in the future to move its tracks. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You mean where there is duplication ?. 

Mr. ‘Curyster, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is section 194, subsections 4 and 5. 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: Those sections give the power for special reasons to order 
the removal of tracks. This section is all right, if it is carefully drawn, but I submit 
it is not drawn now in a way that will provide for the objection that I make. 

The CHamman: What is your suggested amendment?. 

Mr. Curyster, Kk.C.: In the first place it should be made clear that section 171 
does not apply to a completed railway. It should apply to deviations that are made 
between the time of filing the general location plan and the detailed plan which is 
provided for in section 169. Look at subsection 3, which says, “in granting any such 
sanction the Board shall be bound by the general location as already approved by the 
Board, and shall not, without the filing of an amended map of the general location 
with the Department of Railways and Canals, sanction a deviation of more than one 
mile from any one point on the general location so approved.” The suggestion is 
that the Board will not allow any deviation at all. There is no permission to make 
a deviation there. You have to refile a part of the general location plan with the Board 
in order to make a deviation. If it were to be filed with the Minister we could under- 
stand what was intended, but you have to file a plan with the same Board of the deviation 
which you intend to make. Then there is another thing which should be guarded 
against. It should not be allowed to be done twice: that is to say, the railway may be 
moved a mile by filing an amended plan of the general location with the Department of 
Railways and Canals. It should not afterwards be open to the possibility of being 
moved another mile by filing another plan. 

It is just in that language. 

The CuHatrMAN: Would you give us, Mr. Chrysler, an idea of what amendment 
you would propose? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I find difficulty in doing that, because I do not know whether 
the Committee have decided to leave the control of the general locations with the 
Board. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: J think it is all right. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Then we will leave it so. This can be much simplified. 
There are two points to be provided for, but I will arrange the wording with Mr. 
Johnston. 

Mr. Mactean: You can agree upon something and submit it to us. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Can you draw what you propose as an amendment this 
afternoon, Mr. Chrysler ? 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I will do so. 

Hon. Mr, Cocuranz: Ithink what you have said is all right. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Subsection 4 of section 194 we have no objection to. That 
covers the case of new railways. 

Now as to subsection 6 of section 252: I do not know whether there was any 
discussion before the Committee as to this, but it is the subsection which provides that 
upon the application of municipalities the Board may, where it deems reasonable and 
proper, “ Require the company to construct under, or alongside of its track upon any 
bridge being constructed, reconstructed or materially altered by the company, a 
passageway for the use of the public either as general highway or as a footway, the 
additional cost to the company of constructing, maintaining and renewing which, as 
fixed by or under the direction of the Board, shall be paid by the municipality or 
municipalities, as the Board may direct, and the Board may impose any terms or 
conditions as to the use of such passageway or otherwise which it deems proper.” 

Hon. Mr. Cochrane: The Railway Committee of the House were very strong for 
that a year ago. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Do you mean in the general Act, Mr. Minister? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes. 

My. Maciran: Do you want that struck out? I would not stand for it for a 
minute. First of all I will speak on behalf of the West. There are a great many 
railway bridges in the West where there are no public roads, and these municipalities 


' say that it is a very expensive proposition to make a public bridge across a long gully. 


They want it provided that hereafter if a railway company is building a new bridge 
or materially reconstructing an existing bridge, the municipality should have the 
right to come to the Board and ask to have a public way attached to that bridge. By 
that co-operation the public will be served and the railway will not be damaged. If 
there is damage, compensation will be paid as in the judgment of the Board. All over 
Ontario the same situation exists. I have had members come to me in the Railway 
Committee, in my experience of many years, and say that was the thing they wanted, 
that when another bridge was being built, or reconstructed, if the two could co-operate 
it should be done jointly. The physical characteristics of York Township in my own 
constituency are deep guilies and ravines, which the railway companies have bridged. 
Bridges are being reconstructed in the city of Toronto to-day, and the railway 
company has expressed a willingness to join in that reconstruction. My own experi- 
ence in the local case to which I have referred, and from the views of members from 
all over the Dominion, have convinced me that this provision should be adopted. I see 
no reason why the railway companies should object to it, because compensation is 


' provided for. 


The CuatrmMaAN: Would you also tell us why Mr. Chrysler, when the subsection 
says the additional cost to the company shall be paid by the municipality, the railways 
should object ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am just going to tell you. 

Mr. Macrean: That is what we want. 

Mr. Curysuter, K.C.: In the first place there may be special cases. There is for 
example, no less an outstanding case than that of the Victoria Bridge at Montreal. 

Mr. Mactran: That is the big case in point. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The Victoria Bridge at Montreal has road approaches and 
accommodation for foot passengers and street cars as well as for the railway. So has 
the Alexandra Bridge at Ottawa. These are special cases. A great many cases relate 
to smaller bridges in small municipalities where the bridge connects the railway at 
one end with the railway at the other end, and there is no street approach or connection 
with the highway of the municipality at the end of the bridge. The principle is 
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wrong. It is all right where co-operation is entered into between the municipality and 
the railway, as it has been in the case mentioned, or where bonuses have been given. 
The Alexandra Bridge was bonused to a large amount of money by the City of Ottawa 
upon condition that a highway bridge was provided and accommodation for foot passen- 
gers. The provision of this Bill says that not co-operation, not joint cost in any pro- 
portion, simply the additional cost shall be paid. That is to say, you take a railway 
bridge anywhere, constructed for railway purposes only, and the municipality may 
come along and construct a footpath along each side of it, paying only the additional 
cost of the footpath, and-thus making use of the structure which the railway has 
provided, without providing any contribution to its cost at all. 

Mr. Maciran: "The Board can order what compensation is reasonable and proper. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The Board can order a municipality to pay the additional 
cost of constructing, maintaining and renewing a footpath or a roadway. But that 
Jeaves out the whole structure which the railway company has built without providing 
any contribution to the original cost. That is only an objection to the form of the 
Bill, the section should be amended. The objection we make is that, knowing the 
size of the population who are to use it and the conditions surrounding it, we say our 
railway bridge should not be used as part of the public highway; without our consent. 
it is a source of danger and trouble to the people operating that railway to have parti- 
cularly foot passengers, and in asminor degree, the use by teams and vehicles. There is 
the difficulty about safeguarding it. The railway is not built at a point where a 
highway crossed the river, yet you concentrate traffic from perhaps a considerable 
district and bring it just to the place where they are moving trains. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If there was no road there, they would have to arrange 
for a road. 


Mr. Carvetit: Would there not be more danger to the traffic than to the railway? 

Mr. ‘Curyster, K.C.: The railway would be’ responsible in the end, they would 
have to pay damages. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Not when the Parliament of Canada insist on it. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: According to my recollection of the bridge which crosses 
the river at Winnipeg, which was partly a public highway and partly a railroad bridge, 
the road crosses on each side on the outside of the tracks, and traffic on the highway. 
has to find its way away from the railway in each direction. There is always the danger 
of part of the railway being used near the terminus of the bridge for a cross-over by’ 
people who are on the wrong side, which concentrates traffic crossing the tracks, which 
brings it to the place near the tracks, and unless great skill is used—as there was, I 
admit, in the construction of the Alexandra Bridge so that the traffic does not encounter 


the steam railway except at one point as members of the Committee will remember, _ 


there is a certain amount of foot passenger traffic which crosses from the west side of 
that bridge at the level to get to the east side at this end of the bridge. ‘ 

The CHAIRMAN: Just here a moment, Mr. Chrysler, if you will read the last three 
lines you will see that this all comes under the control of the Board, and the 
Board may impose any terms or conditions as to the use of such passageway or other- 
wise which are deemed proper. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It won’t protect us, Mr. Chairman. In the second place, I 
submit there is no reason why the municipality or the people who make use of it 
should have the use of our bridge as a structure to hang a public highway on without 
contributing in part at least to the cost of that bridge. The principle is wrong. 

Mr. Maciean: The public has subsidized these railways— 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: They have and they have not. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: I want to add this to what Mr. Chrysler has said, I have not the 
figures here, but taking the number of people killed on railways during one year—I 
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have the figures compiled for the Canadian Pacific Railway for, I think it was, 1915, 
and, I think, there were about ten times the number of trespassers killed along that 
line than there were of other persons who were properly on the grounds of the railway 
company. 

Mr. Carvett: But if you had a sidewalk running alongside the track you will 
eliminate altogether that danger. 


Mr. Scorr, K.C.: That may be the case in some instances, but you have not suffi- 
cient traffic in the country districts to have walks constructed on each side of the 
railway; and even where there are walks, if a man wants to cross from one walk to 
another he will cut across the railway tracks. The railways are making a special effort 
to keep people away from the railway tracks; in Ottawa and other places, the company 
is spending large sums of money to prevent people trespassing on their lines, with a 
view to avoiding accidents. The proposed legislation will have the effect of attracting 
a large number of people to the railway tracks who would not otherwise be there, and 
it is better to leave it to the miunicipalities and the railway companies to make amicable 
arrangements where the necessity arises. ; 


Mr. Macrran: There is one aspect of the case that both counsel for the railways 
have not submitted to us. They have given us their side of the case, but they do not 
deal with the particular principle that the municipalities are not able, in many eases, 
to build bridges where it is far too big a proposition for them to handle, because of 
the amount of money involved. These municipalities would like to have the right to 
co-operate with the railways in the erection of a new bridge, or in the reconstruction 
of an old bridge. I see no objection to that contention, in fact I may say that I am 
an adyocate of their rights in that respect. In cases of this kind there ought to be 
co-operation and not a waste of money m erecting independent bridges where there 
is no necessity for them; the railway company should in such cases be compelled to 
co-operate with the municipalities to prevent this waste of money. While there is this 
danger of people trying to cross the tracks under present conditions, where there is 
co-operation between the railways and the municipalities, there should be imposed upon 
the municipality, by the board, that a foot path, or a subway, which costs very little, 
should be provided for the people to cross the tracks, so that the danger of accidents 
would be removed in cases where the Board thinks it is wise to make that order. In 
that case the railway company can always come to the Board and say, “If you impose 
this provision for a foot path on the main bridge, you must make it safe by providing 
a subway,” and the cost of that will be imposed upon the municipality. 

Mr. Carveti: One thing struck me ebout Mr. Chrysler’s argument with regard 
to the hanging of a foot path on a bridge. The Bill only provides that the municipal- 
ity shall pay for the extra cost of hanging. I think there is something in his argu- 
ment, but after all the main superstructure has to be built by the company and that: 
is the chief cost. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They are not doing that in Toronto. They are doing it 
for themselves. They have to do it. 


Mr. Carvett: Mr. Chrysler suggests that they should pay something on the 
_eapital cost of the main superstructure as well. 


The CuairmaN: In addition to the original cost. 

Mr. Mactean: They have been largely bonused and give great franchises | and 
privileges, and while they accommodate the public, the public are their main clients 
and the source of all their revenue. If I were in business, I would like to have roads 
leading to my front door. 

Mr. Nessirt: That is not applicable to this case. People would like to see the 
bridges joined on terms. I have confidence in the Dominion Board doing justice 
to the railways, and when we find them doing injustice. we will change the Board. 
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I agree as to the right of the Board, but perhaps the clause does not allow the Board 
enough power or discretion as to the cost. 

Mr. Maciean: If Mr. Chrysler can suggest something that he thinks is fair, I 
won’t object, but I want the general principle admitted in the Act. 

Mr. Nespirr: I agree with Mr. Maclean but there is a possibility that this clause 
does not allow the Board enough leeway. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But the municipality has to pay the extra expense. It does 
not cost them anything. They also have to pay the expense for the upkeep., 

Mn. Curyster, K.C.: If you take the wider view, if it is a foot path, it may cost 
nothing additional. If it is a carriage way, does the whole structure not require to be 
built with additional strength ? 

The Ciamman: Does the municipality not pay the additional cost? 

Mr. Macuran: Yes. : 

Mr. Nespirr: If it is a carriageway they would have to build it stronger. Prob- 
ably for a foot path it would require to be built stronger. Have the Board the right 
to make any order as to the cost? 

Mr. Macponeti: Only as to the additional cost. 

~ Mr. Nespirt: Would that be part of the additional cost? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They might have to strengthen the bridge to carry the 
additional weight. , 

Mr. Carvert: Suppose the railway company could show the Board there was 
not a sufficient factor of safety to admit of the new structure being applied to the old, 
the Board would not authorize the construction of the highway bridge. 

Mr. Stvcvair: If it were absolutely new, would they make the municipality pay 
the additional cost? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If they had to build the bridge stronger in order to carry it, 
the municipality would have to pay the extra cost. 

Mr. Macrean: And Toronto has entered into negotiations with the Canadian 
Pacific, to double-track the bridges leading into Toronto, and the city clearly admits 
it would have to pay for the increased cost by strengthening the piers and the size 
of the steel and everything else, and that is provided for in this Bill. 


Mr. Nessirr: That is the only thing I am contending for, and we have Mr. 
Johnston’s view as to that. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: We will leave it to Mr. Johnston and Mr. Chrysler. 

Mr. Nessirt: I am perfectly willing to do that. It is understood Mr. Johnston 
and Mr. Chrysler will look at subsection 6 and see if it provides for what we want in 
regard to the additional cost of strengthening the bridges. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It should be wide enough to cover all the cases. In the 
case of the Victoria Bridge the committee will remember probably there was 60 feet 
of pier and 60 feet of abutments supporting it, to carry the railway. You add to that 
30 feet more on each side to carry the highway. That means not merely 30 feet of 
structure on the level of the travelled roadway, but it means 30 feet more of abutment 
from the base up—30 feet more strength in the construction of the bridge. 


Mr. Nesgirr: That is all we want to get at. Was there any subsidy given to 
them ? 


Mr. Mactgan: Yes, a very big subsidy. 


The CHairmMan: You do not believe, with the section as it stands, that you are 
protected in regard to the foundations of the bridge. 


Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: No, sir, not now, as this clause is drawn. 


: 
- 
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Mr. Macitran: If you can prove your case we will try and meet your views. 

Mr. Carvett: Have there not been hundreds of instances where a sidewalk has 
been constructed alongside a railway bridge and the structure strengthened without , 
costing the railway company one cent? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That may be so. I think that is what the man who drafted 
this section had in his mind. 

Section allowed to stand to permit of-the drafting of a suitable amendment. 


The CHamman: What is your next objection. = 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It relates to section 256 as amended. According to my notes, 
“The railway of the company may, if leave therefor is first obtained from the Board 
as hereinafter authorized, but shall not, without such leave, be carried upon, along 
or across any existing highway: Provided that the company shall make such com- 
pensation to adjacent or abutting landowners as the Board deems proper.” I under- 
stood the four lines at the end reading “and provided that where leave is obtained 
to carry any railway along the highway, the Board may require the company to make 
such compensation to the municipality as the Board deems proper,” were to be struck 
out. Is that correct, Mr. Johnston ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We have not passed this clause. 

The CHamMan: Section 256 was allowed to stand pending some remarks from 
you. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I have a note that Sir Henry Drayton thought the last 
sentence should be struck out. 

Mr. Macitean: Do you want it struck out? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I was under the impression that the last provision of section 
256 was struck out. 

Mr. MacponeLLt: Where is the harm in that? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There should be no compensation to the municipality in 
such a case as this. 

Mr. Macponeti: This is the case of using the highway as a roadway. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The same as everybody does. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: A while ago you were complaining about the matter of 
bridges. It seems to me this is a more dangerous thing still. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: A highway is a highway.- 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Not a railway. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: Yes. It does not belong to the municipality except as a 
trustee for the public. It is not property which the municipality can sell unless it 
closes it. I do not know how that is in the provinces. 

Mr. Carvett: I think so. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It obtains an order from some authority and closes a high- 
way, and then it is simply so much land that the municipality can sell. But where 
a railway uses part of a highway—take the case of crossing it, it either crosses above 
or below, and does not touch it. If it crosses on the level it comes under regulations, 
which require it to preserve the right of passage to the public as it was before. There 
is nothing to pay for. 

Mr. Macponett: The language of this section only has reference to a railway 
being constructed along the highway. It. does not refer to crossing at all. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Now, as to going along a highway, the case is no ditferent, 
You have to make in the previous part of this section, under a law which is compara- 
tively recent, compensation to the abutting landowners for damage done to them. 
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You have to comply with the orders of the Board as to the manner in which you con- 
struct that railway, you have to make the rails so that the public can use the road- 
way, even where the rails are just as they did before, except when these rails are oceu- 


pied by a moving train. Therefore the municipality still owns it. The company has — 


acquired no property in it except a right of passage and there is no compensation that 
should be paid to the municipality beyond the proper terms that the Board may 
impose. 

Hon. Mr. Cocnraxn: It is not a proper thing to do to put a railway on the high- 
way. 

Mr. Carvett: Sometimes you have to do it. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuiranr: You should not encourage it. 

Mr. Carvett: I know that. 

Mr. Sivenarr: The Intercolonial has done it. 

Mr. Carveti: I think Mr. Chrysler is right. 

Mr. Mactran: Where a city would apply for compensation— 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: When they sell the street? So long as it is a public highway 
why should we pay for it? 

Mr. MacnoneLit: Supposing you carry a railway two miles or more along a public 
highway, don’t you think you should pay something? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This is done under the direction of the Board for some good 
purpose, I can understand. 

Mr. Macreay: For a good purpose of protecting somebody’s rights. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Nobody’s rights, except the rights of the municipality, in 
order that you do not destroy another section of the city. 

Mr. Nesgpirr: Anyway, they have given their consent. 

Mr. Mactresn: No, if they get some compensation. ’ 

Mr. Carver: No. ¥ think there is a misunderstanding. I had a case in the last 
four or five years where the Canadian Pacific Railway occupied at least a mile of the 
highway. They did it, of course, by the order of the Board; they had to get the author- 
ity of the Board before they could do so. They simply had to provide another highway 
as good as the one they took away from the public. 

Mr. MacponeLti: That is compensation. 

Mr. Carvery: Hold on now. They had to settle with the landowners; they expro- 
priated—no we did not expropriate. I think we finally settled without expropriation. 
However, they settled it by paying the landowner for all the additional land they took, 
and for all the damage he sustained. At least, he got compensation under the Railway 
Act. Now, what was taken away from the municipality? What right had the muni- 
cipality as such to compensation, when they gave the public as good a highway as 
they had before, and they paid the landowners all the damage to which they were 
entitled? Surely the railway company had absolved themselves from any claims the 
public had upon them. : 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If that was carried out, I would have no objection at all. 

The CuatrMan: I think the Committee should know that Sir Henry Drayton has 
suggested that the last four lines of this subsection be struck out. 

Mr. L. P. Peurter: I want to instance a case at Fort William, a case which went 
to the Privy Council 

Mr. CuHryster, K.C.: The railroads are running all over the streets in Fort 
William. 

Mr. Pzetrier: I want to have my say. The experience we had may be worth while. 
We allowed the Grand Trunk Pacific to come down a street by a municipal by-law by 
agreement with the company. The street was about a mile and a quarter long, and was 


~ 


\ 
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ealled Empire Avenue. The city never closed the street, the railroad company came 
down the street without the city closing it as a public highway, and the Railway 
Board said they had no jurisdiction over the city to close it as a public highway. The 
street was destroyed as a public highway practically. The Board would not even 
order them to put the railway in such a condition as to enable vehicle traffic to travel 
over the whole length of the street. The Grand Trunk Pacific built lines of wire, for 
instance, for protection purposes, and erected their block system along one side on 
concrete pillars, four feet high, across land that I own, and which cost me $40,000, 
which shut me off from access to this land. What protection have property owners 
under this Act? 

The Cuamman: They are protected in the first part of this Bill. It is amended 
to cover your case. 


Mr. Mactran: That is only the rights of the municipalities. 
Mr. Pe.tier: The municipality has sewers and waterworks and other works of 


construction under the streets, and they spend a lot of money on those and should be 
protected. 


Mr. Nespirr: Did not the municipality give the railway company the right to go 
down that street? 

Mr. Pettrier: They did, but they did not close it up as a highway. 

Mr. Nespirr: But the municipality gave them the right to go down the street? 

Mr. Pettier: Yes. 

Mr. Nessirr: Then the municipality should, at that time, have arranged with 
the company for what they wanted’them to do. Now the first part of this section 
gives the municipalities protection. 

The CuHamman: What is the proposal of the Committee with regard to this 
section ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I ask that the four lines at the end be struck out. 

Mr. Srycrair: If it is necessary for the municipality to get a new road to take 
the place of the one that was taken by the railway the railway should pay for it, but 
it does not seem to me that is provided for. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The municipality may have to go to considerable expense 
itself, either to widen the street or in other ways to protect its citizens. If the railway 
is to go down or along a street why should not the railway pay compensation for it? 

Mr. Carveti: I think the section should be amended in some way to make it 
positive that the railway company must furnish a new highway equally as good as the 
one they take away. 

Mr. Macuiean: Is it not the better principle to leave the protection of the public 
to the Railway Board? j 

Mr. Carvett: I have not read this section as closely as I should like to, but I 
think there is not sufficient in the section to compel the railway company to provide a 
new highway wherever necessary. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think we will leave it to the good judgment of the Board. 

Mr. Nessitt: I would rather have Mr. Johnston and Mr. Chrysler meet and see 
if they cannot come to some agreement. 

Mr. Carve: I would like to strike out the words “ providing for compensation 
to the municipality ” because the railway companies have to make compensation to 
the landowners, and to provide another highway, that is all the railway company 
should be asked to do. I am not sure whether there is ample provision made in the 
Act for a new highway; I presume there must be; we all want that. 

The CuairMan: I think it is here in section 164. 

Clause allowed to stand for conference between counsel. 

Committee adjourned. 


“ 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 
x 


Houser or Commons, 
Orrawa, June 1, 1917, 
The Committee met at eleven o’clock a.m. 


On Section 256, Highway crossings. 

The Cuairman: Mr. Chrysler was to have some amendments ready to submit this 
morning. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have a word to say with reference to section 256. I have 
been speaking to Mr. Carvell about it and I will state the point as briefly as possible. 
The first four lines of that section are all that concern the operation of steam railways 
on highways, except the last four lines. The first four lines read as follows :— 


“The railway of the company, may, if leave therefor is first obtained from 
the Board as hereinafter authorized, but shall not without such leave be carried 
upon, along or across any existing highway.” 


Mr. Srycram: Did we not pass that section? 

The CHammaNn: No, it is open for discussion. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That section gives the power, subject to the approval of the 
Board, to authorize the carrying of the railway, upon, across or along a highway. Then 
the next four lines do not concern us. They apply to the case of adjacent or abutting 
land owners, and that provision was inserted because in the Fort William case the 
Railway Board granted an order, but that order was set aside in the Privy Council, 
because they said, “you have no power to order compensation to be paid the abutting 
land owners.” There was no question about there being compensation to the city. af 
submit that that power is already in the Act. The next seven or eight lines only 
relate to the carrying of street railways or terminals along that highway, and the last 
four lines read as follows :— 


“Provided that where leave is obtained to carry any railway along a highway 
the Board may require the company to make such compensation to the munici- 
pality as the Board deems proper.” 


I stated yesterday—and I believe my statement was supported by the reeommenda- 
tion of the Chairman of the Railway Board as stated by Mr. Blair at a former meeting— 
that these words are not necessary. At the time the matter was under discussion 
yesterday I could not meet the objection of Mr. Carvell who said he thought there 
should be something here providing that the Company should be ordered, in the proper 
case, to widen the roadway or to provide another roadway. That is all covered by the 
general section 40, which is intended to apply to all these cases, in which the approval 
of the Board is necessary. Section 40 says: 


Whenever this Act requires or directs that before the doing of any work 
by the Company the approval of the Board must be first obtained, and whenever 
any such work has been done before the thirty-first day of December, one 
thousand nine hundred and nine, without such approval, the Board shall never- 
theless have power to approve of the same and to impose any terms and condi- 
tions upon such company that may be thought proper in the premises. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: We have amended that section. 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not know how you have amended it. 

Section in its amended form read by Mr. Johnston, K.C., who observed: That 
does not cover this case at all. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: There is a section in which it is provided that the Board may 
make any terms they like when they issue an order. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: What Mr. Carvell is thinking of is section 164, which says: 
“The Company shall restore as nearly as possible, to its former state, any river, stream, 
water-course, highway”. That does not cover the point either. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is not my point. My point is that the Board already 
have the power. 

Mr. Macponert: What are you asking for? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I want the last four lines to be struck. ut, which provide 
for compensation to be paid to the municipality. The Board has the right to do that 
under its general powers in making an order. It does not need to make an order unless 
it chooses, but when it does so it must make the order upon such conditions as it deems 
proper. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuraxe: The lawyers argued in the telephone matter that if the word 
“compensation” was not in the Act, compensation could not be paid. 

Mr. Carvett: Mr. Chrysler is going on to argue the same thing now. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I am arguing that the matter of compensation should be left 
to the board, depending on the circumstances of the case. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Leave the section as it is. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If that is done you order compensation in every case, which 
is a different thing altogether. This is a direction to the board to order compensation. 

Mr. Jouyston, K.C.: Would it satisfy you to have an amendment that the board 
may require the company to make such compensation, if any, to the municipality as 
the board deems proper. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: T would not object to that. 

The CuHamrman: Is that satisfactory ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Sixctam: Does the provision make it clear the company must provide a new 
road-bed ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, Sir. 

Mr. Sivcrai: And pay the expense of doing it? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, it does not, but section 164 says that the company shall 
restore as nearly as possible to its former estate any river, stream, water-course or 
highway. 

The Cuairman: Shall the section as amended by the addition of the words “if any” 
on the second-last line, be adopted? 

Section as amended adopted. 


Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: We have a somewhat similar point in connection with section 
171. That was under discussion yesterday, and we were asked to bring in an amend- 
ment to be substituted for subsection 3 of section 171. What we propose, subject to 
the approval of the committee, is to strike out subsection 3—providing that the board 
may sanction deviation of one mile—as it stands, and substitute therefor the following: 
(Reads)— 

“Tn granting any such sanction, the board, upon the application of the com- 
pany, may sanction a deviation of not more than one-half mile from any one 
point as shown on the general location approved by the board, and any such 
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deviation shall be shown upon the general location plan filed with the Depart- 
ment of Railways and Canals, and upon the duplicate thereof filed with the 
board.” 
Mr. Carveti: You are suggesting that the deviation be cut down from a mile to 
half a mile? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, Sir, that is the old distance, and I think it is ample. 


The CHamMan: Mr. Johnston assures me that this amendment would not inter- 


fere with the subject matter of the other clauses referring to the location of the line. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Mr. Chrysler’s amendment was settled between us yesterday. 

Mr. Carveti: I do not know whether this is the section in question, but there was 
some discussion yesterday on the point that as the Act was drafted it required an 
entirely new plan that seemed to be unnecessary. Does this amendment overcome that? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. What is proposed is that the board may direct how the 
change is to be made by simply amending the plan. 

Mr. Nessitr: Would the chairman read that clause as it is propsed to amend it. 

Amendment read by the chairman. ; 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Why not strike out the words “in granting such sanction” 
at the beginning ? 

Mr. Nespirr: Would it always be on the application of the company this change 
would be made, or would there be any case in which the public might apply for a 
change of location. 

Mr. Curyster: That is covered by another section, which is now, for the first 
time, placed in the Act, which provides that where railways are contiguous to an- 
other line, or for some other reason it is undesirable in the public interest to have 
two separate rights of way, etc.—that is covered by subsections 4 and 5 of section 194. 

Mr. Nespirt: What I have in mind is the location at Saskatoon where the Grand 
Trunk Pacific Railway is two miles out of town; it is a most infernal condition of 
affairs. 

Mr. Curyster: That is intended to be covered by these subsections, 4 and 5, com- 
pelling railways to use a common track if necessary. : 


Mr. Nespirr: Subsection 4 applies to other railways where there is a duplication of 
tracks in the neighbourhood, that does not cover the case I am alluding to. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not know what the Saskatoon ease is. 

Mr. Nessirr: The Grand Trunk Pacific is situated about two miles out of town. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: That is the location of the station. 

Mr. Nessirr: No, the general line. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is covered by this section, the location must now be 
approved by the Board, that is 168. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Blair says there is no objection to this amendment. 

Mr. Johnston’s suggestion striking out the words: “in granting any such sanction” 
concurred in and subsection 3, as amended, adopted. - 


Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: The next section we were asked to prepare an amendment 
for was section 252 with reference to bridges, the sixth subsection. After the word 
“footway” in the twenty-fifth line— 

Mr. Nespirt: You leave the subsection as it is down to the word “ footway ” in 
the twenty-fifth line? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, and then we strike out the words: 


“The additional cost to the company of constructing, maintaining and re- 
newing which, as fixed by or under the direction of the Board, shall be paid 
by the municipality or municipalities as the Board shall direct.” 
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“And the municipality or municipalities shall pay to the company such 
sum or sums as the Board may direct as the share of such municipality or 
municipalities of the cost of constructing, maintaining and renewing such 
bridge, and for the use thereof.” 


And the remainder of the clause remains as it is. 
The CuairMaNn: The subsection as it is proposed to amend it will read as follows: 


6. “Upon the application of any municipality or municipalities interested, 
the Board may, where it deems it reasonable and proper, require the company 
to construct under or along-side of its track upon any bridge being con- 
structed, reconstructed or materially altered by the company a passageway 
for the use of the public either as a general highway or as a footway, and the 
municipality or municipalities shall pay to the company such sum or sums as 
the Board may direct as the share of such a municipality or municipalities 
of the cost of constructing, maintaining and renewing such bridge, and for the 
use thereof, and the Board may impose any terms or conditions as to the 
use of such passageway or otherwise which it deems proper.” 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Don’t you think there ought to be some limit as to the 
amount the municipality shall pay on the construction? It is only in a case where 
the building of a bridge is going to cost them more to build that they want to carry 
it on the railway bridge. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Of course, they need not take advantage of it unless they 
wish to do so. 

Mr. Buain: What about the existing bridge? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This, as framed, is intended to apply to a new bridge or any 
bridge which is under reconstruction, or which is being materially altered. It would 
apply to an existing bridge if it were being rebuilt. 

Mr. Buaty: Why should the company not pay a part? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is intended that they shall. This is only so that the 
Board may fix the part the municipality should pay by way of-contribution. 

Mr. Carvett: I must say that at first blush I do not like the amendment. It 
comes back to the principle we were discussing both with respect to telephones and 
to the use of streets. This amendment intimates in the beginning that the munici- 
pality should pay something for the right of fastening its highway or footpath along- 
side a railway bridge, and for the use of it; and I do not like to adopt that principle. 
I would not probably go as far as Mr. Maclean did yesterady, but practically it is a fact 
that almost every railway in Canada has received very large assistance from the public. 
Without public assistance none of the railways in Canada to-day would exist; and if 
a convenience can be given the municipality or the public by attaching a footway to a 
railway bridge, or by giving a highway alongside a railway bridge, it does seem to me 
that the municipality should only pay the additional cost of putting the footway or 
highway on the structure. 

Mr. Srvcrtam: Or of strengthening the bridge where necessary. 

Mr. CarveLt: That would necessarily follow in. If strengthening is required it 
is part of the cost of giving the accommodation to the public. 

Mr. Brappury: They should not be asked to pay for the right to use it. 

Mr. Carvett: This rather intimates to the Board beforehand that they should 
grant the railway company something for the use of their portion of the structure. 

The Cuamrman: Shall this amendment be adopted. 
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Some Hon. Mempers: No. 

Mr. Nespirr: I would suggest that the words “cost of constructing” be left in 
and the words “ maintaining and renewing” be struck out. 

Mr. Carver: I think the words “and for the use thereof” are the most signifi- 
cant. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not care about the words “and for the use thereof”. 
Strike them out and I will be satisfied. We do not want any pay for the use. 

The CuairmMAN: What is the difference between the subsection as it now stands 
and the proposed amendment? 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I do not think there is much difference, if you strike out 
the words “and for the use thereof”, The sting is in the tail. 

Mr. Carvett: J think so. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: I do not attach any importance to those words. I say there 
is no difference between our property and the property of any other private individual. 
You talk about subsidies: it is our property; it is dedicated to railway use, and you say: 
We want to make use of that also for the purposes of the municipality. Very well, then 
pay what is just and fair as a contribution to what you are taking. You are taking part 
of our property. When you say we will pay the additional cost, you whittle that down 
to the actual sum expended for making the improvement. It is just the case we have 
been talking about, which is a small matter and not the whole case by any means— 
the case of hanging a footway on the side of the bridge. This would be quite proper 
for that case. If you put a highway on your bridge the bridge would have to be 
strengthened. Take the case of Ottawa, where the highway is carried over the bridge 
at New Edinburgh; the bridge may have to be renewed in half the time that it would 
if you did not have the strain of the highway traffic on the bridge. 

Mr. Nespirr: I do not care about the subsidies. We have given subsidies for the 
purpose of getting railway connection, and we have given bonuses for that very object. 
{ would suggest that you strike out the words “ the use thereof.” 

Mr. Carvett: The public have some rights even beyond that. It is true we give 
this as a subsidy to get the railway company to come in, but in addition to that the 
Board has the right and does grant to the railway company such tariffs as will make 


its venture remunerative, and so long as the railway company is protected by tariffs ~ 


and by the Board and is not in the position of mercantile firms, I think it owes some 
duty to the public. If the public could get some accommodation from the railway 
without doing damage to it, I think we are entitled to it. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You like the section as drawn? 

Mr. Carveti: Yes. 

Mr. Macponeti: I think the section as drawn protects everybody. It calls upon 
the municipality to pay the additional cost to the company of constructing, maintain- 
ing and renewing. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Would you reverse the operation and insert a clause saying 


that the railway should be carried over a municipal bridge on terms of paying the — 


additional cost? 
Mr. Macponeti: No. 
Mr. Carvett: I do not think that is a fair comparison. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If they are a public body, we are also. 
Mr. Srnciair: Tramways are carried over municipal bridges frequently. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: We think bringing the municipalities to the bridge is not 
wise legislation. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You think if a municipality wants a bridge they should 
build it? 
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Mr. Carveti: Ihave in my own mind cases where bridges are built within a short’ 
distance of each other. There is a big railway bridge and a highway bridge within 
five or six rods of each other, crossing the St. John river. 

Mr. Nespirr: Let us leave it to the Board. 

Mr. Buatn: In that case you say that one bridge would have done? 

Mr. Carve: Yes, at a very great reduction in cost. 

Mr. Nespitt: We propose to leave it to the Board, and we limit the Board to the 
additional cost of construction. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: That would include the cost, if) the bridge had to be built 
stronger. 

Mr. Macponeti: Constructing, maintaining and renewing—that is all that is 
necessary. 

Mr. Carvett: If it is desired to have the word “strengthening” put in there, I 
would agree to it, but I do not think it makes it any stronger. 


Section adopted. 


On Seetion 161, Sale of subsidized railways not kept in repair. 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: Without desiring to have any discussion about it, I have 
been asked to bring to the attention of the minister and the committee the provisions 
of Section 161. Mr. Phippen, of the Canadian Northern Railway, says that he thinks 
that is not wise legislation. 

Mr. Nessitr: The whole section? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes. I do not know that the committee will adopt my view, 
but I think it is my duty to mention it. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is I and II George V. and is not amended very much. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Slightly. 

The CHairman: After the word “secured” the committee have amended the sec- 
tion by inserting the words “by mortgage or otherwise upon such railway.” That is 
the only amendment they have made. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: My objection to it will be very brief. Mr. Phippen says in 
his letters to me that he does not think the punishment will fit the crime, and that is 
a short statement of it. It is proposed to give to the minister the right to apply to the 
Board for an order that a railway company, which has been aided by a subsidy from 
the Government of Canada, and which can not be safely operated by reason of the 
condition of the railway, shall be put in a safe and efficient condition, which order the 
Board is authorized to make after notice to the president and manager of the company 
and the trustees and bondholders, etc. Now on failure of the company to comply 
with the order, a lien is‘ created by this subsection, which prevails over the lien of 
the bondholders. The effect of that is to give to the Government, for its money 
expended in this way, the first lien and charge upon the roadway. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is just like the practice in a receiver application. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: A receiver’s certificate. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is salvage money and protects the property for the bond- 
holders. : 

The Carman: I understand this legislation has been in force for many years. 

Mr. Carvett: I would like to see an amendment passed that when such condition 
as this exists in connection with a Government railway, the Government would be 
compelled to take it over. 
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Mr. Curvyster, K.C.: That would be different. In this case they virtually take it 
over and do not pay anything. 


Section adopted. 


On section 287—Notice of accidents to be sent to Board. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have had some communication with the officers of the 
eompanies, and I suggest that the amendments proposed by the representatives of the 
railway are unnecessary and should not be adopted, but I can see one change in this 
that would perhaps meet their objection. Section 287 reads: 


Every company shall, as soon as possible and immediately after the head 
officers of the company have received information of the occurrence upon the 
railway belonging to such company, of any accident attended with personal 
injury to any person using the railway, or to any employee of the company, or 
whereby any bridge, culvert, viaduct, or tunnel on or of the railway has been 
broken or so damaged as to be impassable or unfit for immediate use, give notice 
thereof, with full particulars, to the Board. 


As I understood, the objection to this in practice was that there was some delay before 
the Board got notice, due to the fact that the notice sent by the official in charge of the 
work had to filter through a number of intermediate offices before it reached the head 
office, and that the notice to the Board was given only by the head office. I do not 
know how that is in the matter of practice, but it seems to me that the word “head” 
in the second line is unnecessary and should be omitted. I do not think the notice is 
given in that way. I think the superintendents give the notice. As to the proposed 
amendments requiring the man on the work, whoever he is—engineer, conductor, track 
foreman, whoever he may be—to immediately telegraph to the Board, we submit that 
it is entirely unnecessary. The whole thing as it stands is under the jurisdiction of 
the Board, who may make regulations, if you look at subsection 2, declaring the man- 
ner and form in which information and notice shall be given, and the class of actions to 
which this section shall apply. As it stands it applies to every action, even the most 
insignificant, and that is what the Board are supposed to regulate. I ask that the 
section be not amended except by omitting the word “ head” in the second line. 

The Cuarmman: I will read the amendment as proposed by the representatives 
of the Brotherhoods of Railwaymen, who were present on the occasion when this 
matter was formerly taken up. It was proposed to add these words on the last line 
of the first section. (Reads). 


Any conductor, or other employee, making a report to the Company of the 
occurrence of any such action shall at the same time transmit to the Board a 
copy of such report, and as soon as possible after such action notify the Board 
of the same by telegram. 


I may say that this section has been very fully discussed. 
Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: Except by me. 


The Cuarrman: Except by Mr. Chrysler. It was generally conceded that the 
amedment was a fair and reasonable one. Now Mr. Chrysler has asked us to strike 
out the word “head” on the second line, and te reject the amendment I have just read. 
What is the wish of the Committee? 


Mr. Carvent: Does not the adoption of the amendment referred to mean that 
in nine cases out of ten the report will be made possible by the man who may be 
responsible to some extent for the action, and I would be afraid that the report that 
would reach the Board would not be absolutely accurate. I do not want to cast any 
reflection on railway officials, because I have a very high regard for them, but they are 
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all human beings, and we all know this, that the big Railway Companies—I do not 
include the Government, let them do as they have a mind to—hold their officials 
absolutely accountable for any accident. If a train goes off the track somebody pays 
the penalty, and naturally there would be a feeling on the part of the railway men to 
protect themselves as far as possible. I would have some doubt as to the wisdom of the 
Board being compelled to accept the very first report sent out by the men who are 
operating the road. I would not mind if you say the superintendent or some such 
official, but to ask a conductor, engineer or trackman or men similarly circumstanced 
to send a report, I would have some difficulty in accepting it. 


Mr. Nuspirt: They simply send the report and the Board investigates it. 
The CuHairman: The amendment requires that a report of the accident be trans- 
mitted to the Board and followed up with a telegram. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Would it not have the same effect if they telegraphed it to 
the head? 


Mr. Carveii: No, because as a matter of fact the divisional superintendent makes 
an investigation on his own account. 

Mr. Brsr: I would like to offer one word in reply to what Mr. Carvell has said. 
One of the strongest reasons why the railway employees are advocating this amend- 
ment is that the evidences of a railway accident are often removed, and neither the 
Board nor any person outside of the railway company or its officers has an opportunity 
to investigate them. It is true, as Mr. Carvell points out, that it may be necessary 
for the employee himself to report the accident; a conductor, if he is in charge of a 
train, and if an engineer, if he is in charge of a light engine, or if the accident happens 
in the shop, the locomotive foreman or other officer. In such case he will be the employes 
referred to in the subsection. But the important point is that at present the evidences 
of the accident are removed and the Board, which should investigate the accident, 
have not an opportunity of determining what brought it about. 


The Cuamman: What objection have you to the word “head” being struck out? 


Mr. Best: It would not serve the purpose at all, simply because the same oppor- 
tunity would exist for removing the evidences of the accident, and for the Board not 
having an opportunity to deputize an officer to go to the scene and investigate how 
the accident happened. 


Mr. CarveLL: But would not the physical evidences of the cause of the accident 
be removed whether the report was sent in by the official or by the head office? What 
is the difference? The physical evidence of the accident would have to be removed in 
many cases in order to permit the track to be repaired. 


Mr. Best: In some cases it would be necessary to remove the causes of the acci- 
dent in order to get the main line clear, but in many cases it is hot necessary to do 
that, providing everything in connection with the train is clear of the track. Then 
it is only necessary to investigate the causes of the action by inspecting all the rolling 
stock itself which is in the ditch as to whether there was a broken wheel, or broken 
draft rigging, or broken brake rigging. As things now are, the evidences may be 
entirely removed before the Board’s officer ever gets to the scene, and, as a matter 
of practice, they often are. 


Mr. Macponetu: If we are going to require that a duplicate of the report sent to 
the company by the officer shall be forwarded to the Board, do you need, in addition 
to that, that there shall be a wire to the Board as well? 


Mr. Best: We think it is essential to have telegraphic communication sent to the 
Board immediately an accident occurs, not merely from the viewpoint of the men 
alone, but it is a question of the public interest, and the public interest demands that 
it should be done. 
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Mr. Scorr, K.C.: If I rightly understood Mr. Best’s remarks, I must protest 
against the implication that he makes that the railway companies are prepared to 
knowingly and intentionally conceal from the Board cases of accident. J think 
enquiry of the Board will not substantiate that implication, and no responsible person 
should come here and make such charges, which have no foundation. The practice of 
the railway companies is immediately after an accident to institute a most thorough 
and searching investigation, which will result in the determination of the cause of the 
accident, and where the responsibility lies. : 

Mr. Brappury: Why should not a representative of the Board of Railway Com- 
missioners be present at that investigation ? 

Mr. Scorr: The railway companies do, and are prepared to facilitate in every 
way the work of the Board’s representative in such cases. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Do the railways contribute any information when any one 
proposes to take action, supposing a person is killed? I have had a little experience 
along that line, and I do not think the company is giving any information. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: The railway -companies are more interested, notwithstanding 
what has been said here—the claims for damages are a small matter compared with 
the other feature of the question—they are more interested than anybody else in finding 
out the cause of accidents and in placing the responsibility for them. 

Hon. Mr. Cocuraxe: But they do not make that information which comes into 
their possession public. 

Mr. Scort, K.C.: All the information they have is available to the Board; when the 
Board sends a man to investigate an accident, every facility is accorded him to conduct 


his investigation, and, in the absence of any statement or complaint on the part of the. 


Board that the railway companies were not giving full information, I do not think it 
right that such an implication as has been made here this morning should weigh with 
the committee. 

Mr. Jounsto.t, K.C.: This clause as drawn provides two things, first, that the con- 
ductor or officer of the company shall transmit to the Board a copy of the report he 
sends to the railway company, and also that he shall telegraph to the Board informa- 
tion of the accident. I have been discussing the matter with Mr. Best, and he will 
be content if the conductor or officer is not called upon to transfer a copy of the re- 
port he makes to the company, but merely telegraphs the fact of the accident to the 
Board. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think there is a good deal of objection to that. Twenty 
thousand accidents, to which this section applies, may in the course of a year occur, 
and in each of those cases the telegram is to be sent. Perhaps only 15 or 20 per cent 
of them are cases in which really an investigation should take place. It is using a 
club to kill a mouse. 


Mr. Carveni: If notice is sent to the Board that an accident has happened, that 
puts upon the Board the burden of responsibility, they can consult the railway com- 
pany as to whether is is necessary to send a man to investigate or not. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The accident may be only a minor one, and there may be 
no necessity for the Board to investigate, then why, in such cases, should telegraph 
notice be sent, inasmuch as the accident must be reported by the company as soon as it 
occurs ? 


Mr. Jounnston, K.C.: I do not think that is exactly what the section provides. It 
says there the company shall “immediately after the head officers of the company have 
received information of the occurrence,” so that it would not be until after the officers 
of the company have received information that there would be any obligation to report 
such accident. 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It applies to all the officers of the company. There is no 
objection to notifying the board, but the notification should be by the company or by its 
officers, not from the man on the track. 

Mr. Best: It is necessary that the notice should be sent by the officer or employee 
of the company to the company; that is the officer who has to first report to the com- 
pany, and it is upon the report of that officer or employee that the company works. 
Now, in reply to what Mr. Scott says, because he has challenged the statement I have 
made, I have no desire to mislead the committee, or make any statements that are not 
capable of proof. JI will just cite one case, this is not the only one, there are others, 
but I will cite one case which will plainly show that the Board was not receiving reports 
of an accident which can be corroborated by Mr. Spencer, the chief operator of the 
Board, to whom I had to go in connection with a number of cases. <A collision oc- 
eurred in Fort William, I happened to be in Fort William and because of my personal 
friendship for the engineer who was not expected to live, I was not allowed to see 
him because of his condition, and I came to Ottawa and, four days afterwards, I 
went into the chief operating officer’s office, to make enquiries in connection with 
the case, and found that no report had, at that time, been received by the Board of 
the accident. They did not get a report of that accident until they wrote for it. 
That was the ease of a head-on collision, where the man was supposed to be at the point 
of death. Mr. Lawrence had another case just recently, within the last three months, 
where a boiler had exploded and he went down to the Board of Railway Commis- 
sioners and found they had received no report of the accident. It is absolutely neces- 
sary to have a telegraphic report—I do not care by whom it is sent, but the man in 
charge of the train who knows all the circumstances would be the proper person. 


Mr. Srvcrair: Would it suit you better that it should be the duty of the company 
to send notice to the Board as soon as they receive it themselves? 


Mr. Best: I think it is far better to put it the other way in view of the informa- 
tion I have just given to the committee as to what actually happened. 


Mr. Carveti: Do you think it is fair to the employee to tell him that he must 
send a copy of his report to the company to the Board, it might implicate him— 


Mr. Pettier: We are not here to protect the employee, remember that. If we 
argued as the representatives of the company have argued it would arouse in your mind 
the feeling that the employees feared if they had to make a report they would get into 
trouble, but that is not the case. Our whole object is that the causes of accidents may 
be ascertained quickly and removed, in the interests of the public. If one of the 
employees is responsible for the accident, it may be that he should be disciplined, we 
are not trying to prevent that. Let me suggest again, that what we ask is that when 
the conductor, we will say it is the conductor, makes his report to the company on 
the accident he shall simply put in a carbon sheet, and send to the Railway Board 
a copy of the report which he makes to the superintendent. Can there be any reason- 
able objection on the part of the railway company, if they have nothing to conceal 
to having a duplicate of the report which they receive sent to the Board? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Did you make these representations to Sir Henry Drayton 
before you came here, to ask the Committee to enact these provisions? 

Mr. Pettier: No, we did not ask anybody for permission to make suggestions to 
the honourable gentlemen of this Committee. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Has not the Sou power to order the companies to do just 
what you are asking for here? 

Mr. Pevtier: That is the point, if they have that power they have not exercised it 
and, in the interests of our fellow-workmen, and the public, we believe that the amend- 
ment is proper and is in the interests of the railway company, of the company’s em- 
ployees and of the public. The railway employees have nothing they desire to have 
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hidden, and the company has nothing that it should hide from the public, and the 
Board, and we say “throw everything open, and let the Commission have everything 
the first thing.” Now, when an accident happens, the conductor or other officer or 
employee of the company who is responsible has to send ,to the superintendent as soon 
as possible a report of the accident giving full information and, as far as he can ascer- 
tain, the cause; that information may be wrong, but it is his opinion and, as Mr. 
Carvell says, it may implicate him, but it is only a copy of his report to the superin- 
tendent that we ask should be sent to the Board. 


Mr. Carvett: What I suggested was that I am afraid that there might be times 
when, for that reason, the report would not be of any great value. 


Mr. Pettier: It might not be, but it would be the same report as that which 
goes to the superintendent. 


Mr. Carveti: I think it will cover everything if a telegraphic report is sent to 
the Board. 


Mr. Lawrence: I may as well state what our position on this question is. The 
proposition we have put in is satisfactory to the representatives of the train-service 
men. In discussing this matter they wanted the same thing as this committee 
adopted, but the engine men wanted something different, as they did not think any 
person in their position should be saddled with the duty of sending a report to the 
Board. You take the engine men, the section men and section foremen, they do not 
want to be saddled with that duty, and that is why we said, “conductor or an officer 
of the company,” but as far as the suggestions made by the representatives of the 
railway companies are concerned, that is not our feeling a‘ all. I want to 
say, on my word of honour as a gentleman, that Mr. Best made no assertions here 
that were not correct, and, if I wanted to take up the time of the committee, I could 
show Mr. Scott that the position he has taken is wrong, in that respect; and I can 
prove beyond controversy that Mr. Best’s statements are correct. I object to these 
gentlemen casting aspersions upon the representatives of the railway employees. 


Mr. Scorr, K.C.: I say that the railway employees’ representatives are making 

very serious charges which ought not to be made unless they are susceptible of proof. 
~ Mr. Jonnston, K. C.: “Every company shall, as soon as possible, after such 

accident notify the Board by telegraph.” 

Mr. Best: Why not say “conductor or officer.” 

The CHairman: “Or other employee” do you say? 

Mr. Best: No, “or an officer.” 

The CuarrMan: Then it will read: “Any conductor or other employee or an 
officer.” —, 

Mr. Best: Leave the word “ employee” out. 


Mr. Lawrence: “Or an officer of the company”’—an officer may hear of an 
accident before a conductor does. 


The CuamrmMan: You want the word “employee” struck out and the words, 
“officer of the company” put in its place. 


Mr. Jounstoy, K.C.: As a matter of fact, it is an employee, the conductor, who 
does make the report in the first place. = 


Mr. Lawrence: Yes. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Why not leave it as it is: “any conductor or other employee.” 
Mr. Pettier: The conductor probably has nine-tenths of all the accidents to-report. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Let us have that language again. 
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The CHamman: (Reads) : 


Any conductor or other employee making a report to the company of the 
occurrence of any such accident shall, as soon as possible after such accident, 
notify the Board of the same by telegraph. 


Mr. Carvett: That satisfies me. He simply notifies the Board of the fact of an 
accident. The Board then has knowledge, and they can investigate it if they want to. 
He has notified the Board 'that there is an accident, and the Board can make such 
enquiries as it likes. 

Mr. Macponetit: This Committee cannot do more than that. It is up to the 
Railway Board then. 

The Cuairman: What is the next point, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have here a good deal of correspondence with reference 
to the question of bi-weekly payments that I need not trouble the Committee with. It 
pertains to a proposed new section, 290 A. In the first place, of course, this applies 
to all companies, but the companies principally affected are the transcontinental rail- 
ways. 

The CuairmMan: The clause that Mr. Chrysler is dealing with at present is 290 A— 
Orders and regulations of the Board. The amendment submitted to this Committee is 
as follows: 


290 A. The wages of all persons employed in the operation, maintenance or 
equipment of any railway to which the Parliament of Canada has granted aid 
by way of subsidy or otherwise or which has been declared to be a work for the 
general advantage of Canada shall be paid at least semi-monthly. 


Section 290 was passed by the Committee. 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Of course, the words “railway to which the Parliament of 
Canada has granted aid by way of subsidy or otherwise” as introduced there, do not 
limit the railways to which it applies, because the proposed amendment goes on to say 
that it applies to every railway “which has been declared to be a work for the general 
advantage of Canada.” Therefore it applies to all railways which are under the juris- 
diction of this Parliament. 

The CuairmMan: I am sorry to interrupt you, Mr. Chrysler, but I think I should 
read some correspondence regarding this subject at this time. A letter has been 
received from Mr. Charles Dickie, Secretary, Federated Trades, enclosing a resolution 
from the Federated 'Trades of the Mechanical and Car Departments of the Canadian 
Pacific Railway. The letter is as follows: (Reads). 


SYSTEM FEDERATION OF RAILROAD EMPLOYEES. 


CanaDIAN Paciric Ramway Lines, 
OFFICE OF SECRETARY-TREASURER, 26 Addington Ave., 
Montreal, Que., May 23, 1917. 
Mr. J. ARMSTRONG. 
Chairman Special Committee on Railway Bill, 
House of Commons. Ottawa, Ont. : 


Dear Sir,—The attached resolution was adopted by a unanimous vote of the 
Representatives of the.Federated Trades in the Mechanical and Car Departments 
of the Canadian Pacific Railway, now in session at the city of Montreal. 

Tt is not necessary to enter into details of the matter at this time, as the 
resolution speaks for itself, further than to say that we feel assured that your 


542 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 
7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


committee will give this resolution the earnest and serious consideration which 
it warrants, as this is a matter of vital importance to all railroad employees, 
and particularly so to those employed in the shops. 
I am, yours respectfully, 
CHAS. DICKIE, 
Secretary Federated Trades. 


The resolution which was enclosed is as follows (reads) : 

Whereas, we are informed that it is the intention of the Government to amend 
the Dominion Railway Act during this present session, and, 

Whereas, representatives of public bodies have appeared before the Railway Com- 
mission and presented certain proposed amendments in the interest of their respective 
constituents, and, 

Whereas, the representatives of the railroad brotherhoods appeared and requested 
an amendment calling for the “Semi-monthly ” payment of wages on all railroads, 
and, 

Whereas, the “ Semi-monthly ” payment of wages has been made the subject of 
demand by railroad employees throughout the Dominion for a number of years, both 
through legislation, and the medium of agreements made with the officials of the 
different railroad companies, but without material result, and, 

Whereas, the necessity of such reform and the justice of the demand was conceded 
by the members of the House of Commons in the year 1909, when the desired legisla- 
tion was adopted, but which was rejected by the Senate, and, 

Whereas, the reason given at that time by the members of the Senate were in 
effect that the railroad employees were not unanimous on the question, and, 

Whereas, it is obvious that these reasons however valid at that time are not now 
extant, in view of the attitude of the representatives of the railroad brotherhoods at 
the present time. 

Therefore be it resolved: That we the members of the System Federation of Rail- 
way Employees representing approximately 15,000 workers in the Mechanical and Car 
Departments of the Canadian Pacifie Railway, do most emphatically urge upon the 
members of the Railway Commission the advisability of suggesting such amendments 
to the Railway Act of the Dominion as will make it compulsory for all railroads in 
Canada to pay their employees at least twice every month. 

T have also a joint communication submitted by Mr. Peltier from Mr. W. G. 
Chester, Chairman, General Committee O.R.C., Canadian Pacific System and Mr. A. 
McGovern, Chairman, General Committee B.R.T., Canadian Pacific Eastern Lines. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: This communication will refer to practically the same 
matter. 

The CuHamrMan: It is all in support cf the same resolution and I will file it. It 
has already been printed in our proceedings at page 192. Then I have a communication 
which has been forwarded by Sir George Foster from Mr. L. L. Peltier, Deputy Presi- 
dent, Dominion Legislative Representative of the Order of Railway Conductors, and 
which has been printed in our proceedings at pages 189-190. 

Mr. Macpnonetu: I received a similar communication from Mr. Peltier. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: With regard to the resolution of the Federated Trades in 
the Mechanical and Car Departments of the Canadian Pacific Railway, I think that 
that is not covered by the proposed amendment as I heard it read just now. 

The CuamrMan: It reads :— 


Therefore be it resolved: That we the members of the System Federaticn of 
Railway Employees representing approximately 15,000 workers in the Mechanical 
and Car Departments of the Canadian Pacific Railway, do most emphatically 
urge upon the members of the Railway Commission the advisability of suggest- 
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ing such amendments to the Railway Act of the Dominion as will make it com- 
pulsory for all railroads in Canada to pay their employees at least twice par 
month. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Iam not talking about that, [ am talking about the amend- 
ment we are now considering. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The amendment as drawn reads this way :— 


290A. The wages of all persons employed in the operation, maintenance or 
equipment of any railway to which the Parliament of Canada has granted aid 
by way of subsidy or otherwise or which has been declared to be a work for the 
general advantage of Canada shall be paid at least semi-monthly. 


Mr. Curysisr, K.C.: I do not want to criticise the language of the amendment, 
because that is not important for my purpose. I understand, as it read, that it refers 
to the persons employed in the operation of the road, meaning the gentlemen who are 
_ represented by their legislative representatives here. The shopmen who.are men- 
tioned in that resolution do not appear to come under it. I have not heard of their 
making any request until they came before you with that resolution which has just 
been read. I speak on behalf of the three large railways, and I say that in their busi- 
ness, with their ramifications, it is impracticable in the first place—that two payments 
a month cannot be made and kept up. It has been stated here—I am not sure whether 
it was the representatives of the trainmen or not—that the excuse as to its being 
impracticable would not apply if there were more subdivisions. As far as the C. P. R. 
is concerned [I am instructed that there are three or four cities in which the pay sheets . 
are prepared and sent out, namely, Montreal, Winnipeg, Vancouver and J am not sure 
which is the fourth—perhaps Calgary. The reports are not all brought to Montreal, 
but they are all brought into these four points—that is the report from each person 
who has to report. I do not know what the channels are through which they come, 
but the reports as to the hours of labour, days of labour of each employee come in and 
a pay sheet is made out and has to be checked. I do not know whether it has to ba 
returned for that purpose or not. Probably it has, but at all events the operation 
consumes a considerable part of the time, even making monthly payments, and monthly 
payments, I understand, are promptly made. The Grand Trunk add to that a state- 
ment that the mere expenses on their system of providing the additional staff required 
would be a very considerable sum, I think something like $70,000 per annum. Mr. 
Ogden, the auditor of one of the roads states that whatever might be said as to the 
proposal in years past it would be quite impracticable now to get the additional staff 
that would be required to carry out the change, because of the difficulty of getting 
labour during war time. The staffs in that railway and all railways are depleted more 
or less by men who have gone to the front, and it is out of the question now to make 
such a change. So much for the difficulties. Now for the merits of the proposal: 
these men come here, and I have no doubt they are duly accredited; I do not cast any 
doubt upon that, or upon the authenticity of the resolution which you have heard read, 
but in the correspondence you will see that these are matters of negotiations between 
the railway companies and these employees. They are all members of the organized 
brotherhoods. They make their agreements more or less frequently, and they are all 
agreed at the present time. That is to say, there are existing agreements in force. 
I understand from the newspapers—and I do not know it from my instructions—an 
agreement was entered into, covering 2 number of these employees this spring, after 
negotiations lasting some time and recently concluded. What do the agreements 
cover? They cover a good many things. I do not know that I ever saw one, but I 
have a general idea what they pertain to. They cover the rate of wages and the hours 
of lahour. In the ease of trainmen, the mileage allowance which counts as a day and 
all those things. Is this question of wages not a matter that should be settled in this 
agreement? Is it not part of it and is it not one of the terms? Is it proper for these 
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gentlemen to come here and say: “We make our agreement, we provide for our pay- 
ment and our hours of labour and all the other conditions of our employment by agree- 
ment, and then we come to Parliament and ask for an additional term which is to our 
advantage and the disadvantage of the railway company.” I say this is unfair. 

Mr. Carvett: Do you contend that this should be part of the agreement? 

Mr. Cuyrstrr, K.C.: It is a term which should be arranged in the negotiations 
sud which should not be added to the agreement by an Act of Parliament. It seems 
to me that if this was a matter of so much importance the men would have had it 
inserted in their agreement. Why have they not? 

The CuatrMan: Did they not ask for it? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not know. 

Mr. Macponetu: They ask for it now, and they have asked for it a hundred times 
to my knowledge. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: They made their agreement. 

Mr. Carvetu: I suppose they will say they could not help themselves. 

Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: I am sure it will not be said by members of this committee 
that the men made an agreement because they cannot help themselves. It is a free 
agreement. That is my objection, and the other is that it cannot be done. 

Mr. Macvonett: How about American railways? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: They do not compare with ours. 

Mr. MacponeLL: How about the practice? 

Mr. Curystuer, K.C.: I am told that out of the 50 odd states 28 have a state law 
for semi-monthly payment. 

Mr. Best: How are you getting along at Brownsville, where you pay once a week ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not know where it is. 

Mr. Best: It is in the state of Maine. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Well, they might pay daily. 

Mr. Best: They did it for over two years. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This, I submit, is not a proper thing for legislation here, at 
any rate. It is a domestic matter to be settled between the companies and these men, 
and they do settle it, and settle it in the best spirit. There is no complaint at present, 
these gentlemen themselves who speak for the employees have said so here in this room. 

The CHAIRMAN: Have they not presented their case? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: They have presented their case, but that is the general 
case, that they are in agreement with the railways and that there is no dispute between 
them. 

Mr. Pettier: The Canadian Pacific controls the Sault line, does it not? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not think that has anything to do with the matter. 

Mr. Pe.tier: What are their pay-days on the Sault line? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not think that has anything to do with the matter, it 
simply means they are operating in the United States and have to conform to the laws 
there. That is a fact which may be interesting, but is of no great relevance here. I 
did not fully answer Mr. Macdonell’s question about the railways in the United States. 
Circumstances there are different. There is no railway which operates from the 
Atlantic to the Pacific; the railways break at Chicago, they break again at St. Paul, 
or Minneapolis, or some other point out of which the railways are split into three 
systems. 

Mr. Macponett: J was not asking the reason, but merely what the practice is 


in the United States with regard to railways. Jf you cannot give the information, 
do not bother. 
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Mr. CHRYSLER, K.C.: Ihave told you. I understand there‘is a law in 28 states 
or so which requires payment to be made semi-monthly. 

Mr. Pe.tier: May I ask Mr. Chrysler another question? He said a moment ago 
that the Canadian Pacific is divided into four divisions for payment. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I did not say that. 
Mr: Pe.trer: How many did you say? 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I said there were four offices. 


Mr. Petter: Exactly, and they are divided into four offices for the payment of 
their employees. That is four railways, so far as the question of payment is con- 
cerned, is it not? 


Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: That may be so. 


Mr. Pettier: It is not a transcontinental railway so far as payment of men is 
concerned. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: What I have said is that there are four offices in which 
these payments are made. I pointed that out for the purpose of showing that the 
company has done all it could to subdivide payments, but still the whole time is 
required, that is now actually taken. 


The Cuamman: Before you take your seat, would you briefly state your objection? 


Mr, Curyster, K.C.: In the first place it is an interference with the domestic 
concerns of the company, which it is not part the duty of this Parliament to do. It 
is a matter of contract between the company and its men. Secondly, it is not practic- 
able to make payment twice a month on these railways. Thirdly, the men are free 
agents. They act through very powerful confederations of labour, and the conditions, 
as I understand, have for a number of years past been entirely satisfactory. If they 
are not satisfactory the question of semi-monthly payment is one of the terms which 
can be dealt with by agreement between the companies and the men, and should be 
dealt with in such manner. 


Mr. Lawrence: J submit Mr. Chrysler has made out no case at all in his refer- 
ence to the companies and the men. Take for instance the correspondence you have 
just read signed by Mr. Chester and Mr. McGovern. The former is the Chairman of 
the General Committee of Adjustment of the Order of Railway Conductors on the 
C.P.R. ‘The latter is the Chairman of the General Committee of the Trainmen’s 
Organization. They wrote and requested this legislation, because so far it has been 
impossible to get the consent of the company wherever it has been taken up. Now, IJ 
received a letter from the Chairman of the General Committee of the Brotherhood 
ot Locomotive Engineers. It is true, as Mr. Chrysler has said, that they have a close 
agreement with the company, but I received a letter—I am sorry I have not got it 
with me to-day—stating that their committee assembled in Montreal, had endorsed 
my action in trying to get a semi-monthly Bill enacted by the Dominion Parliament. 
Mr. Chrysler laid stress upon the fact, as he said, our organization is strong enough 
to demand these things from the railway company. That may be so if they go about 
it in that way, but would not help the other fellow who has not got any organization at 
all, or help the other organization that is not strong enough to get these advantages? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I did not say anything about their being strong enough. 


Mr. Lawrence: That is what you insinuated and what you suggested should be 
done. We are not in favour of class legislation in any shape or form. We think 
what is good enough for us is good enough for the other fellow whether he can go and 
demand it #rom the company or not. I do not know whether I stated the fact the other 
day, but the state of Michigan two or three years ago enacted a law -which requires 

‘railway companies to pay their employees semi-monthly. The Canada Southern 
Railway, where I have done my railroading, is operated by the Michigan Central. 
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The Canadian employees of the company, when they started semi-monthly payments in 
Michigan, asked them to do the same thing in Canada. They agreed to do so and are 
doing it at the present time. Now, if it is going to cost the railway companies so 
much to bring the scheme into operation, why was this company so ready to do some- 
thing that was not absolutely necessary. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: How many miles has that company in Canada? 

Mr. Lawrence: It is not a matter of mileage, but of the number of employees. 
The Michigan Central has got a greater number of employees to the mile than any 
other railway in Canada. Mr. Chrysler says semi-monthly payments are not practic- 


able. If that is the case, why is the C.P.R. doing it in the state of Maine? There - 


are a number of states of the American Union that require railways to pay their 
employees twice a month, for instance the following: Arizona, Arkansas, JJlinois, 
Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, 
New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, (South 
Carolina laws apply to shop employees only), Texas and Virginia (Virginia law 
applies to shop employees only. In the following states the statutes require the pay- 
ment of wages by railway companies at least weekly: Connecticut, Maine, Massa- 
chusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island and Vermont. The Grand Trunk Railway 
is paying its employees who are employed and live in the state of Vermont weekly. 
The Canadian Pacifie is paying its employees weekly who live in the state of Maine. 
Brownsville is a large junction point in that state, and the employees there are in 
all cases paid weekly. If the C.P.R. can do that in the state of Maine, why cannot it 
do the same here. All the extra work that will be required is a duplication. The pay 
sheets are now made out once a month; if this provision were adopted pay sheets would 
have to be made out twice a month, and the operation will only take half as long as 
in the case of the pay sheet for the full month. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: How would it work in the case of employees at Vancouver. 
Would not the pay sheets have to be made out and then sent to Montreal and back? 
Would not that involve considerable loss of time? 


. 


Mr. Lawrence: The pay sheets from there do not have to be sent to Montreal. 
I understand the Western Division is controlled from Winnipeg and the Eastern Divi- 
sion from Montreal. Cheques are made out in Winnipeg for the Western Division 
and in Montreal for the Eastern Division. According to my understanding at present 
the C.P.R. employees east of Fort William get pay cheques on the 15th of the month 
for the month previous. J made inquiries and, as far as I can find out, they receive 
it on the 15th, so that the company are really doing it now. 


Mr. Sryctairn: What do you say about the objection Mr. Chrysler made, with 
regard to the difficulty of getting men to do the work on account of the war? 


_ Mr. Lawrence: We will guarantee to furnish the men all returned soldiers. I 
am one of the executive officers of the Returned Soldiers Association at Ottawa, and 
I can guarantee that we can furnish them with just as capable men as they cam get 
anywhere, and all returned soldiers. In this connection I would like some of the 
employers of labour, business men, when they require men to let us know, and then 
the question of taking care of the returned soldier would be greatly facilitated in this 
district as well (as in other districts of Canada. I want to say, Mr. Chairman and 
gentlemen, that I would like you to remember the fact that a number of members of 
Parliament in 1911, favoured this measure and the Bill was put through the House, 
Mr. Martin of Montreal at that time introduced the Bill; the Bill had been introduced 
and sent to the Railway Committee where it was defeated, but it was introduced again 
at the same session—I am speaking of the Bill with reference to semi-monthly pay- 
ments to railway employees, and it was taken up as_a Government measure, and the 
Premier, in 1911, put it through the House. Some members wanted it referred to the 
~ Railway Committee again, but that proposition was opposed, and the Bill was put 
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through the House unanimously—there was not a member of the Dominion Parliament 
voted against it. It went through and was sent to the Senate. It went before the 
Railway Committee of the Senate, and, as you know at that time, there was an acute 
division between the railway employees and on that ground some of the senators were 
opposed to the Bill. After the Bill had been defeated in the committee in the Senate 
the representatives of the men took it up again and got it reintroduced at the same 
session—I think it was the first time a Bill was ever reintroduced, after it had been 
defeated, at the same session, but before the measure was finally disposed of by the 
Senate, that body adjourned on the 7th August, and before it met again, Parliament 
was dissolved, and therefore that Bill was not disposed of in 1911, although the House 
of Commons unanimously approved of it. If there were good reason for the enact- 
ment of this measure by the Canadian Parliament at that date, the reason to-day why 
it should be put through is doubly strong. It is in the interests of every person that 
it should pass, the high cost of living, and everything else render it more necessary 
now than it was then, and there is not a person in the country who will not say that the 
adoption of this provision will have a tendency to give the railway employees money 
ou hand and, every one knows, that if a person has cash in hand to pay for everything 
as they purchase it they can deal a great deal more satisfactorily than they can by 
running a monthly bill. That is what we want, we want to get away from this detri- 
ment of employees having to run monthly accounts and, in view of the fact that the 
House of Commons, in 1911 unanimously voted in favour of this principle, I would 
ask this committee to consider our request favourably. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have found a letter written by Mr. Ogden, Vice-president 
of the C. P. R. to Mr. Beatty, dated May 28, 1917, which I will read to the Committee. 
(Reads) : 


E. W. Beatty, Esq., Montreat, May 28, 1917. 
Vice-President and General Counsel, 
Montreal. 


Dear Sirn—Referring to the proposed arrangement for bi-monthly pay-rolls 
to employees of railways. 

This works all well enough where the railway only extends within 24 hours 
distance, but with a system like the Canadian Pacific or even the Grand Trunk, 
or either of the transcontinental railways, it will be almost if not quite, impos- 
sible to keep pay-rolls up to prompt payment if they are made bi-monthly. 

The great trouble is not in the preparation of the pay-cheques by the Pay- 
masters, but in preparing the original pay-rolls. The Canadian Pacific Railway 
has at the present time Paymasters at Montreal, Winnipeg, Calgary and Van- 
couver, and these are sufficient to cover the system. Time-keepers’ books from 
all sections of the road are obliged to be sent to certain divisional quarters, calceu- 
lated and entered on the pay-rolls, and it is this preparation that I hardly think 
possible to be done more than once a month. It takes from a week to ten days at 
most of the quarters to prepare the pay-rolls, and therefore it is obvious that to 
double the work will certainly cause serious delays at times in payment. 

The men are paid promptly as it is, and in cases of emergency where there 
is illness in the family, or anything serious, we have a system of time checks 
which is a relief in all such cases. To disturb the present system will add but 
little good, and may do a great deal of harm. 

All officers of the railways, as well as all other corporations, are paid monthly 
in the same way as the other employees are paid, and any such change at the 
present when we are very much crowded: for staff, owing to the war, would cause 
only trouble. 

Yours truly, 
(Sgd.) T. G. OGDEN, 


I—37 Vice-President. 
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Mr. Petizr: Just one minute, if that letter is going into the record, I would like 
the Committee to bear in mind that from Winnipeg to the Atlantic, every state abutting 
on the C.P.R. is paying either semi-monthly or weekly. It is a long run from Winnipeg 
to the Atlantic and the states of Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, New York, Maine and 
Vermont, all have legislation requiring the’ payment of wages semi-monthly or weekly 
and when these laws were brought before the legislatures of the various states my 
memory is that neither our own railways or the railways on the other side entered any 
protest against them. 

Mr. Nespirr: What about New York state? 

Mr. Petrtmer: New York state pays semi-monthly. From Winnipeg to the Atlantic, 
railway employees are paid either semi-monthly or weekly; the Grand Trunk them- 
selves, running through Illinois, Michigan, and other states comply with this law, and, 
when this law was put through in these various states, the records show that the 
Canadian railways did not oppose the measure. Then why do they oppose this law 
here? The Company now claims that they will experience difficulty in preparing pay- 
sheets and pay-cheques, but, I may say, these difficulties are not unsurmountable. This 
amendment does not say the date upon which these men shall be paid. It leaves that to 
the railway companies and they can adjust themselves to the conditions. Another thing, 
we are quite prepared to give them, I have not consulted the other representatives here, 
but I am sure they will agree with me, we are quite prepared to give them a couple of 
months, or three months, after the measure passes before the law comes into effect, in 
order to give them an opportunity to put themselves in a position to meet the require- 
ments of the law. We are willing to do everything possible to assist them along that 
line. Now in reference to the question of expenditure necessary to pay semi-monthly 
instead of monthly, that objection has been met very happily by Mr. Lawrence, but, let 
me say this,—I know what J am talking about—they can do the same as they did before, 
concentrate their forces, call in the clerks from other offices for two or three days to 
help prepare the pay-sheets. That has been the practice, and that, we know has been 
done. i 


Mr. Srvcrairn: We had this all thrashed out before, and if the Minister thinks we 
should make any change, I do not think it is worth while arguing further, 


Mr. Petter: I do not know why the responsibility should be placed upon the 
a 


Minister. 
The CHAIRMAN: Section 290 (a) reads as follows: 


The wages of all persons employed in the operation, maintenance or equip- 
ment of any railway to which the Parliament of Canada has granted aid by way 
of subsidy or otherwise or which has been declared to be a work for the general 
advantage of Canada shall be paid at least semi-monthly. 


Shall the amendment be adopted—Carried. 


The CHamMan: Have you anything more, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not know that it is much use pursuing this any further, 
but it is my duty to the companies to do so. 

The CHAirMAN: My attention has been called to the fact that section 290 has not 
been adopted. Shall it be adopted as amended.—Carried. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Section 292 is the next; this section was wrongly struck out 
under the misapprehension, in which I shared, for the moment, that it was covered by 
section 414. a 

The Cuarrman: You asked, I think that it be struck out? 

Mr, Best: IJ asked that it be struck out, and Mr. Chrysler concurred. 
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Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: Section 414 provides: 


That no such person shall be convicted of any such offence, unless at the 
time of the commission thereof, a printed copy of such by-law, rule or regulation 
was openly affixed to a conspicuous part of the station at which the offender 
entered the train, or at or near which the offence was committed. 


It was assumed that that covered all the classes of things as to which the company 
had the right to make by-laws under Section 291. It does not; and I may explain 
better what I have to say perhaps by stating the practice. It is not very clear as these 
sections are drawn. Certain things in Section 291 relate to employees of the company 
and certain other things relate to the public. Now, Section 414 applies to the enforce- 
ment of penalties for breaches of the by-law by the public, because it relates to the 
eases in which the rule or by-law is posted up in the station for the information of the 
public. Now, the employee of a company is not notified by that sort of by-law or that 
sort of publication. He has all the regulations of the company in a book which he 
carries, and he knows the things that apply to himself. Section 414 would not apply 
to him at all. Section 292 is intended to provide for the enforcement of those things 
which are violations by the employee of anything contained in the by-laws, some of 
them which may apply to him and some of which may not. Section 292 is based on 
Section 291. 

Mr. CarveLit: Do you not construe Section 291 as applying both to employees and 
to the public? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, that is what I say. It is badly drawn. The two classes 
should have been separate. 

Mr. Carveti: Without a doubt. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: The provision in Section 291 as to the speed at which rolling 
stock is to be moved applies to employees; the provision regarding hours of arrival 
and departure of trains applies to employees; also the provision regarding the loading 
and unloading of cars, and the provision regarding the receipt and delivery of trafic. 
Then you come down to paragraph (e) regarding smoking and the commission of a” 
nuisance on the train or railway premises, which applies to the public, and that is the 
sort of violation which it is intended that notice must be given of by posting copies of 
the by-laws in the station and other premises of the company. In regard to the matters 
referred to in the first part of Section 291, the by-laws would not be given in that way; 
they would be given directly to the employee. 

Mr. Nessitr: Does Mr. Chrysler want to strike out Section 292? 


The CHaIRMAN: Yes. 

Mr. Nespirr: I do not think that it should be struck out. 

Mr. Brest: Before the Committee decide to keep Section 292 in, I would like to 
say perhaps what I have said before, that because the company has had a right to fine 
employees, that is no just reason why in the twentieth century any corporation should 
be permitted to impose penalties or make a law to that effect. I have always argued 
that a railroad company has a right to maintain a certain discipline; they have a right 
to do that; in order to get good service, it is sometimes necessary. We recognize the 
necessity of that principle, and we have no right to do anything that will eliminate any 
system that is fair. But to say that they have the right to enact criminal law— 

Mr. Nespirt: How would you enforce the rules? 

Mr. Best: By the discipline of the railroad company itself. They will determine 
that, and if the employee thinks that it is too severe he will talk afterwards. They 

sometimes do. But to say that in the twentieth century a corporation should be given 
the privilege of doing something which is the duty of the state—that is to enact criminal 
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law—is so far removed from anything modern that I cannot conceive of allowing it 
to remain in the Railway Act. 


Mr. Nessirr: Doesn’t the provision in this section, “on summary conviction,” 
mean that they have to be tried? 


Mr. Carvety: Yes. 


Mr. Brest: The practice has been that the company has fined its employees and 
deducted the amount of the fines out of their wages. Now, it has been held by some 
of the courts that they have not a right to do that. But they have done it. 


Mr. Nessirr: They have to bring the case before some civil authority, have they 
not? 


Mr. Best: That has not been the practice. The companies have kept thousands 
of dollars, I am safe in saying, back from the employees which has never been repaid. 


Mr. Carveti: The section provides that the employee must go before a police 
magistrate. Do you think that a man is going to be convicted and fined unless the 
charge is proven? 


Mr. Brest: We contend that a railroad companysshould not have any more privi- 
leges than any other corporation or person. 


Mr. Carvetu: This is a very important matter. All of our lives and- property are 
dependent upon the proper management of our railways, and while I realize that in one 
‘view it may seem hard to impose penalties upon a railway employee that you do not 
uimpose on others— 

Mr. Nespirt; They are only human after all. 

Mr. Carveti: I would like to see Section 292 left in. 


Mr. Best: In reply to that, I may say that the employees in connection with the 
operation of trains must pass the required examination under operating rules which 
are approved by the Board of Railway Commissioners under the authority vested i in 
them by the provisions of the Railway Act. 

Mr. Nessirt: Why should they not? 


Mr. Brest: We are not opposing that. The violation of those rules is covered in 
another section of the Act. 


Mr. Nessirt: Is it, Mr. Johnston? 


Mr. Jonnstron, K.C.: I think Mr. Chrysler’s point is well taken. I think Section 
414 refers not to employees of the company but to the public. 


“ every person.” 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: If you read the whole section, you will find that it does not. 
The proviso reads: “ Provided that no such person shall be convicted of any such 
offence, unless at the time of the commission thereof a printed copy of such by-law, 
rule or regulation was openly affixed to a conspicuous part of the station at which the 
offender entered the train, or at or near which the offence was committed.” 


Mr. Best: It applies to 


Mr. Nessirr: I would agree that the penalty be the same under section 292 as it 
is under section 414, that is not exceeding $20. 

Mr. CarveLL: Supposing an employee exceeds the speed limit. You cannot have 
a by-law posted up saying he shall not exceed a certain limit. 

Mr. Lawrence: I do not think that there should be much objection to that. We 
think that section 414 covers it, and it certainly does. The members of the Committee 
will understand that all by-laws in connection with the operation of a train that the 
employee does not have in his book are posted up at the office where he takes the train. 

Mr. Nessitt: He has a lot of regulations in his book. 


:- 
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Mr. Lawrence: We cannot carry all the regulations. I would need a steamer 
trunk to carry all the bulletins. 


Mr, Carvett: Bulletins and by-laws are not the same. 

Mr. Lawrence: We understand, of course, that the section would apply to either. 
The bulletins have the same force as the by-laws. So far as that is concerned, if sectiou 
414 does not apply, we do not want to evade our responsibility. Still, at the same time, 
section 292 does not apply to the making of by-laws, which we object to, it applies to the 
enforcement of them. If you say that it is necessary to have section 292, why 
penalize the employee any more than you would the public? We say, reduce the fine. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Reduce the fine to $20 instead of $40. 

Mr. W. L. Scott, K.C.: Before doing that, it would be well to remember that a 
violation by an employee may be a very much more serious thing than any violation of 
a by-law that applies to the public. The violation by an employee might endanger the 
lives of thousands of people. 

Mr. Lawrence: Mr. Scott, if it is such a serious thing why doesn’t the Criminal 
Code apply ? 

Mr. Best: The Criminal Code covers it. 

Mr. Carvett: The penalty of $40 is only permissive; that is the maximum fine. 
In practice, it might be one dollar. 

Mr, Petrtmer: The companies have the merit system of punishment—giving merit 
and demerit marks. They can suspend an employee or dismiss him. The position of 
a railway employee is very different from the position of employees in other services, 
and if an employee forgets to do a certain thing it is a neglect of duty and he is punish- 
able. If you have all these penalties it will be difficult to get men to go into the railway 
service. - 

Mr. Nespitt: I move that the penalty be reduced to $20 and the section reinstated. 

Mr. Suvctair: I would not support that. ; 

Mr. Carvett: Nor would I. I move in amendment that.section 292 be reinstated. 


Mr. Sivctair: I second the motion. 


Motion agreed to and section adopted. 


On section 313, Traffic tolls and tarifi—Accommodation for traffic. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Mr. McMaster proposed an amendment to section 313 which 
I want to oppose. It is a new paragraph. 

Mr. Jonnstron, K.C.: Mr. McMaster proposed to add the following as paragraph 
(e) to section 3138: 


(e) Furnish such other service as may be customary or usual in connection 
with the business of a carrier as the Board may from time to time order and 
shall maintain and continue all such services as are now established unless 
discontinued by order of the Board. ‘ 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If the Committee do not desire to adopt the amendment, I 
have nothing to say. 

Mr. Carvett: J do not know the meaning of that term “as may be customary or 
usual in connection with the business of a carrier’. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is not my draft. It was introduced by Mr. McMaster, 
representing the Toronto Board of Trade, and he said that, incidental to the business 
of a carrier, the railways were performing certain services. I think he mentioned 
milling in transit as one. 
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Mr. Carvett: It might be made to apply to anything. You might say it is 
customary for the railway companies to keep a group of motor trucks in order to 
deliver goods around the city. 

The CHamman: Mr. McMaster made a pretty full statement in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Nessirr: I should not like to see that clause pass, because I know that the 
railway companies do certain services, such as milling in transit and stopping at 
stations for the unloading of cars. 

Mr. Carve: The difficulty is the words, “such other service as may be customary 
or usual,” are so awfully indefinite. There is no limit to what a railway company 
might be asked to do. They might be asked to do things that never were thought of, 
on the ground that they were customary. : 

Mr. Nespirt: In addition to furnishing “such other service as may be customary 
or usual in connection with the business of a carrier,” the company under the amend- 
ment is required “to maintain and continue all such services as are now established — 
unless discontinued by the Board.” 

Mr. Carveti: The latter provision is not so serious. 

Mr. Nessirt: The company does milling in transit and also permits of half a car 
to be unloaded at one station and the balance at another station. 

Mr. Curysutrr, K.C.: Everything which Mr. McMaster mentions is provided for 
already. That is to say, milling in transit and the icing of perishable goods. Then 
privileges are granted in connection with the shipping of fruit from the Pacifie coast 
and unloading a car at two or more stations, with a charge for stoppage and switching. 
All these things are now covered by the Act. 

Mr. Nessirt: It is ndt covered under section 313. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: It is covered by the regulations which the Board are allowed to 
make as to conditions of carriage. Conditions of carriage cover almost everything you 
ean think of. 

Mr. Macpnonett: There is no reference to the Board of this specific matter in the 
Act. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is read into section 313. (Reads): 


“The Company shall, according to its powers,— 

(a) furnish, at the place of starting, and at the junction of the railway with 
other railways, and at all stopping places established for such purpose, adequate 
and suitable accommodation for the receiving and loading of all traffic offered 
for carriage upon the railway; 

(b) furnish adequate and suitable accommodation for the carrying, unload- 
ing and delivering of all such traffic; 

(c) without delay, and with due care and diligence, receive, carry, and 
deliver all such traffic; and, 

(d) furnish and use all proper appliances, accommodation and means 
necessary for receiving, loading, carrying, unloading and delivering such traffic.” 


Mr. McMaster in his memorandum says with respect to the proposed amendment. 
(Reads) : 


“The Toronto Board of Trade feel that there are services now accorded 
to the public incidental and customary, which are not expressly covered by any 
provisions of the statute.” 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: But this section does not permit a stop-over charge. 
Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It is caleulated to do it. 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Isn’t it in existence to-day under the orders of the Board? 
Mr. Macponeti: And it may be discontinued to-morrow. 
Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Not without the consent of the Board. 


Mr. Brair: I do not think so. I would like to ask Mr. Chrysler to show me the 
express provision under which the Board could direct a railway company to provide for 
and allow this privilege of milling in transit. The Board has,’if I am not mistaken, 
already passed upon that and determined that it was a privilege and not a right. It 
was a privilege which the shipper might demand but which the railway company was 
free to grant or not. F 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: I, myself, am not clear about all the conditions. 


Mr. Buatr: Quite so. The railway company may for a while extend its privilege, 
but they may also stop or cancel it and it was to meet that possibility that the Toronto 
Board of Trade asked that provision be made. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If Mr. McMaster wanted to introduce an amendment to pro- 
vide that the milling in transit should continue, why not say that in this section, it 
covers the ground. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think Mr. McMaster made it plain that he was not con- 
fining himself to the milling in transit. 


Mr. Macponeti: After hearing Mr. Blair, I move that this be added to subsection 
(c). ; 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: After Mr. McMaster had read the clause, there was some 
discussion, and a substitute clause was prepared which was satisfactory to him, that 
the company should “furnish such other service incidental to transportation or to the 
business of a carrier as is customary or usual in connection with the business of a 
carrier, and that such Board might make an order that the company shall maintain 


and continue all such services as are now established, unless discontinued by order 
of the Board.” 


Mr. Curyszier, K.C.: Then you have that clause “incidental to transportation.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Or to the business of a carrier. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is the part I object to, there is no definition as to 
what is incidental to the business of a carrier. What is incidental to the business of 
a common carrier, and what is incidental to the business of a railway is something 
quite different. The railway is carrying under the conditions of the Railway Act and 
I should most emphatically object to a clause which will say that in addition to com- 
plying with the obligations of a tailway as set out in the Act, we are to have super- 
added the obligations which are applicable to common carriers. 


‘ 


Mr. Scort, K.C.: This will apply to a great many other things than the ordinary 
business of a railway; there is one question in particular, that of cartage; at certain 
points, the railway companies because of local conditions, cart freight to and from the 
consignor or consignee. That is not a part of the business of a railway company and, 
in most places, they do not do it at all, but, in some cases, they are doing it. The 
proposed amendment applies to that. The law compels them at present if they do it 
for one man they must do it for another, but they are not compelled to continue to 
do so, and conditions might change, so that the railway company might say, “ We 
are going out of the cartage business.” ; 

Mr. Nessirt, K.C.: They do not do the carting without getting extra pay for it. 

Mr. Scort, K.C.: No, the company makes an extra charge but it might become 
inconvenient, or inadvisable for them to continue to do it. In many places they do 
not do it, and why should there be an obligation on them to do it at all. This question 
was gone into very fully before the Board last year, in a matter in which I was very 
deeply interested; the question was argued out and the Board gave judgment in accord- 
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ance with my submissions. In most cases, the cartage is done by a cartage company 
and in other cases, the railway company does it, for local reasons, and it would not be 
fair to compel them to continue in this business, which is not part of the railway busi- 
ness proper, and while they may do it now in some places, as long as they do not dis- 
eriminate as between individuals 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is discrimination if they do it in some-cases and they will 
not do it in others. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: I quite agree with the Minister, but if they do it at one place, 
and do not do it at another, that is a conditidn in which possibly there is a certain 
amount of discrimination. If there is any question of discrimination that can be 
determined, but surely it should be open to the railway company not to be compelled 
to continue in the cartage business if they do not desire to do so, or that they should 
be compelled to go somewhere else and there take up the business of cartage, which is 
not their proper business. That, I think is forcing the railway companies out of their 
proper sphere. 


Mr. Carvett: The proposition is to put in these words: “as may be customary or 
usual in connection with the business of a carrier.” We know that it is customary 
and usual in connection with the express companies both to deliver and to collect pack- 
ages, therefore you would be giving power to the Board to say to the railway company: 
“You must collect and deliver freight.” I do not think you can do that, it is not a 
part of their business. 


Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: They have done it. 
Mr. Macponeti: They are doing that in Toronto, and there is discrimination. 


Mr. Carvett: Why should the Railway Board, or why should I have the right, 
living in the little town of Woodstock to go to the Board and ask them to compel the 
railway company to put on trucks and deliver freight in that town. 


Mr. Macponeti: They do that with the express companies, 
Mr. Carvett: But it is not the business of the railway companies. 


Mr. Nespirr: I do not believe an express company can be included as a common 
carrier. 


Mr. Srvciam: It has never been customary for a railway company to deliver pack- 
ages as a railway company, consequently it does not apply. 


Mr. Carvetu: As the clause is drawn, the Board can compel the railway company 
to collect and deliver freight. 


Mr. Macponeti: The clause drawn by Mr. Johnston does not read that way. 
Mr. Nessirr: I would like to see some different provision inserted than is now 


covered by Section 313. I would suggest, as it is nearly time for adjournment, that 
Mr. Johnston should draft a clause that will be satisfactory. 

Mr. Jounston, K,C.: Suppose we put the clause in this shape: add the following 
paragraph to Sub-section 1: 


(e) furnish such other service incidental to transportation as is customary 
or usual in connection with the business of a railway company. ~ 
Use the words “railway company” instead of “ carrier.” 
Hon. Mr. Cocnrane: That will cover just what we are driving at. 
Mr. Carveti: That satisfies me. 
Mr. Nespirt: That is acceptable to me. 
Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They would have to do it again. 
Mr. Carve: I will leave that to the Board. 
The CHamMman: You have heard the amendment, shall it be adopted? 
Amendment adopted. 
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Mr. Carveti: I suppose the Committee will meet again on Tuesday, as we cannot 
get through with the Bill to-day, and I am afraid I will not be able to be here. In 
case the Bill should be completed and ready to be reported, I hope the Minister will 
give serious consideration to the proposal made at the beginning of the sessions of 
this Committee that the Government Railways be brought under the jurisdiction of 
the Board. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurang: We are agreed on it. 

Mr. Nessirt: I was going to ask about that. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It can be done any time that the wording of the clause is 


_ settled. I think there should be some time limit in reference to these bi-weekly pay- 


ments, I think there should be two or three months given to the railway companies in 
which to get ready. 


‘Mr. Carveti: That is quite right. 

The CHaAtrMAN: That is understood. 

Mr. Nessirr: I think they should get at least four months. 

Mr. W. L. Brest: Will September 1 be satisfactory to the railways? 


Mr. Nespirr: I would suggest that you allow them until October 1 instead of 
September 1. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: All right. 


Mr. Srvciair: It was proposed to strike out the words “other than Government 
railways” in Section 5. Shall these be left in? ; 


Mr. CArvetu: That will accomplish the purpose. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Do you propose, Mr. Minister, to bring Government railways 
under the Act for all purposes, such as the acquisition of lands, for instance. Would 
they have to arbitrate, or would it still be necessary to go to the Exchequer Court? 


Mr. Carvetu: It would not be of much use to us unless it did provide for arbitra- 
tion. 


My. Nessirr: It would not do any harm. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I could not say as to that. The Exchequer Court was estab- 
lished for that purpose. 


Mr. Jounston. K.C.: I will discuss the matter with ee Minister. 


The CHamman: This matter will stand until next Tuesday, when we will try to 
finish the Bill. 


Committee adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


Hovusst or Commons, : 
Room 301, 


June 5, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Hon. Mr. Rem: I would like to bring to the notice of the Committee a question 
which I raised in the House some years ago, namely, the advisability of requiring 
railway companies to grant interchangeable tickets between union terminal stations. 
When I formerly spoke of the matter I instanced the case of passengers taking a ticket 
in Toronto, for Montreal and getting on the wrong train, and after going a certain 
distance being sent back and having to start once more for their destination. It 
occurred to me that if the Board of Railway Commissioners had power to order the 
issue of interchangeable tickets between points where there were union stations, it 
would provide for such cases and be a great convenience to the public. At present there 
is a certain amount of interchanging done, for instance, on the Grand Trunk to Ottawa, 
via Brockville; but it is the interchange of tickets between terminal points which I 
am now advocating and would like to see carried out. 

The CuamMan: There has been some correspondence in support of the proposition 
made by the Minister of Customs. I have here a letter from Mr. W. D. Gregory, of 
Gregory, Gooderham, Campbell & Coleman, Barristers, Toronto, the last clause of 
which says: (Reads) 


What we would like to have done, is to have the Railway Act amended so 
that the right of the Railway Commissioners to make an order for interchange- 
able tickets, if they see fit to do so, should be clear beyond question. I wrote 
about the matter to Mr. Strachan Johnston, who, I think, appears for you, and 
he writes me that he is bringing the matter to your attention. 


Mr. Srvctair: Is there any existing legislation with respect to this question 2 
Hon. Mr. Rew: I do not think there is. 

The CuairmMan: What is the wish of the Committee in regard to the proposition? 
Mr. Nespitt: My view is very easily expressed. I would not do it at all. 


The CHaiRMAN: Have you, Mr. Chrysler, anything to say in regard to the subject 
of interchangeable tickets? 


Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: No. I never heard of it before. 

Hon. Mr. Rem: The question was up some time ago. 

‘Mr. Mactean: I am given to understand that the Board of Railway Commis- 
sioners has compelled the C.P.R. to stop at Oakville and to accept Grand Trunk tickets. 

Mr. Jameson: J remember the discussion in the House to which the Minister of 
Customs has alluded. If a person makes a mistake and gets on the wrong train, 1 
think the Railway Board should make some provision for an interchange of tickets, 
but I do not think I would go beyond that. 


Hon. Mr. Rew: It is only where a mistake occurred that an interchange of tickets 
would be necessary, in 99 cases out of 100. 


Mr, Jameson: My opinion is that there is a provision in some European country 
permitting the interchange of tickets under certain conditions. 


Mr. Maciean: It occurs to me that some provision was adopted in Great Britain 
when the Government took over the railways. 


. 2 apace 
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Mr. Macvonetu: I think that where there are trains operating between Toronto 
Union Station, for example, and Montreal, the Board of Railway Commissioners should 
have some kind of general authority to provide for such cases as the Minister of 
Customs has spoken of. At the same time, the Board might spread the service of 
trains operating between these points over a larger period of time and so effect a better 
service. 


Mr. Mactran: If it is true that the Board of Railway Commissioners require 
C.P.R. trains to stop at Oakville and to accept Grand Trunk tickets, the principle for 
which the Minister of Customs is contending has already been adopted. 


Hon. Mr. Rew: I would like to see an amendment adopted requiring Railway 
Companies to interchange tickets if a mistake has been made. At the present time, I 
understand, the Board has not even power to require them to do that. 


Mr. Macitean: What about that point, Mr. Johnston? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, they have not the power at present. 

Mr. Mactean: Can you frame an amendment whereby the Board would have that 
power ? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is not a thing that can be done in a few minutes. Is 
it desirable that the railways should be compelled to give these interchangeable tickets? 
That is the starting point. 

Mr. Sivciair: Who is to get the proceeds? 

Hon. Mr. Reip: If a man purchases a ticket for Montreal on the C.P.R., makes a 
mistake and goes all the way by the Grand Trunk, the C.P.R. refunds the passage 
money to the Grand Trunk. The same procedure obtains on the Toronto to Ottawa 
line via Brockville. 

Mr. Nessitt: That arrangement was made between themselves. 


Hon. Mr. Rep: Mistakes are occurring every day in the Wnion Station, where 
people get on the wrong train or the wrong road, and they have tu get off and go back, 
because they have not the money to pay their fare. It is generally some poor person 
who is caught in that way. 

The Cuamman: Have you anything to say as to that, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have no instructions about that. As I said a short time 
ago, I never heard of it before. 

‘Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You had not concluded your remarks, Mr. Chrysler, on the 
occasion of our last meeting. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: No. 

The CuHamman: Had we not better dispose of this? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is not on the programme. 

Hon. Mr. Rem: Does that mean it will not be considered at all? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Let it stand till to-morrow. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: J understand it is suggested that the matter be postponed 
till to-morrow. In the meantime, perhaps I can get instructions. 


The CuarrMAN: I was going to ask the Committee if it was their wish that Mr. 
Johnston should frame a clause to cover it? 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No. 
Mr. Mactean: It stands till to-morrow. 


Section allowed to stand. 
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On section 355—Seizure and sale of goods subject to tolls. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This is merely a formal matter, I think. Section 355 deals 
with collection of tolls. Under section 354 provision is made that the railway company, 
in case of neglect of payment or demand of any lawful tolls, may recover the tolls in 
any court. Section 355 gives the remedy against the goods. Subsection I reads :— 


The Company may, instead of proceeding, as aforesaid for the recovery of 
such tolls, seize the goods for or in respect whereof such tolls are payable, and 
may detain the same until payment thereof, and in the meantime the goods shall 
be at the risk of the owners thereof. 


Subsection 2 provides :— 


If the tolls are not paid within six weeks, and, where the goods are perish- 
able goods, if the tolls are not paid upon demand, or such goods are liable to 
perish while in the possession of the company by reason of delay in payment or 
taking delivery by the consignee, the company may advertise and sell the whole 
or any part of such goods, and out of the money arising from such sale, 
retain the tolls payable and all reasonable charges and expenses of such seizure, 
detention and sale. 


We are asking for a provision which is not there. Subsection 3 provides that the 
company shall pay or deliver the surplus, if any, of such of the goods as remain un- 
sold to the person entitled thereto. Should we not have the right to recover the 
deficiency, if the goods do not realize the amount of the tolls? If we do not require 
to sell all the goods for the tolls, we return them, but: suppose the amount realized is 
not sufficient to pay the tolls? That may and does occur sometimes, particularly in 
the case of household furniture and things of small intrinsic value, and they travel 
a long distance. The company having the custody of the goods at the point of destin- 
ation may be the third or fourth road that has handled the goods. I propose that the 
following subsection be added :— 


If the amount realized from such sale is not sufficient to pay the amount of 
such tolls, and the reasonable charges and expenses of such seizure, detention 
and sale, the company may recover the amount due to it, after giving credit 
for the amount so realized from any person who is liable therefor. 


In some cases this provision would not be of any use, but in other cases it 
might be. 

Mr. Mactzan: They come back on the owner of the goods. 

Mr. Srycuam: For the amount of the freight. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I have put it “From any person who is liable therefor.” 
The consignee may not be liable. It may be that the consignor sent them without 
sufficient authorization from the consignee ? 

Hon. Mr. Remo: Would the remedy be through the other railroad, or direct? 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: In the case of goods going over two or three roads, if the 
charges are not collected, I think the way it would work out would be that the railway 
last handling the goods would sell and claim the balance of, the tolls from the road 
which handed over the goods. 

Hon. Mr. Rem: Suppose it went over two or three roads, and the second road had 
to pay the charges and could not collect from the shipper ? 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Well, it would be their loss, taking it from an irresponsible 
shipper. 

Mr. Mactean: How much would you collect? The full charges, or just the tolls 
over your own road? 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT : 559 
APPENDIX No. 2 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The balance due for tolls, whatever it might be. If you sell 
the goods under 355, your right under 354 is gone, as this is worded. 
Mr. Mactean: Why? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C,: Because it says: 


“The company may, instead of proceeding, as aforesaid for the recovery 
of such tolls, seize the goods,” ete. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The company has two options. It is pretty well off. They 
have the goods, or they can sue. 

Mr. Curysurr, K.C.: If the company sells the goods, in the case of perishable 
freight, it loses its right to recover from the shipper. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That is right. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If that is the right principle, that is an end of it. It is for 
the committee to say. 


Mr. Nespirt: If they are perishable goods, they may not be of much value. 
Mr. Curyster, K.'C.: No value in some cases. 
Mr. Nespirr: And in that case you want to recover from the consignee. 


Hon, Mr. Cocurane: Suppose the goods are delayed and damaged through the 
fault of the railway— 


Mr. Curysirr, K.C.: Of course, the shipper would not be liable, if it was through 
our fault. 


Mr. Nessirr: If it were the fault of the railway he would have a defence in com- 
mon law. 


The CuHairMAN: This section has been in operation for several years. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Apparently, it is not new. 

The CHairman: I think it would be a hardship in some cases. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The power of sale only refers to perishable goods. You can 
seize any goods under section 355. 

Mr. Mactean: I think it is subject to the approval of the Board. 

Mr. Curysiter, K.C.: Subsection 2 says “If the tolls are not paid within six 
weeks ”—and there is no other alternative—‘ And where the goods are perishable 
goods, if the tolls are not paid upon demand, or such goods are liable to perish in the 
possession of the company by reason of the delay in payment, or taking delivery by 
the consignee, the company may advertise and sell the whole or any part of such 
goods.” } 

Mr. Macpvoneti: You will have to put in a safeguarding clause in regard to the 
shipper, giving him the right to raise any proper defence, as to carelessness of the 
company and delay in shipping. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not think so. 

Mr. Srincuam: I think if they get everything that is realized from the sale of the 
goods, they had better be satisfied. 


Mr. Nessitt: I do not agree with that. 


Section adopted without amendment. 


On section—Publie wires crossing railways, or other wires. 


Mr. Curyster, K:C.: I can dispose of this with a word. If this section has not 
been amended, I have nothing to say. 
Mr. Jonnston; K.C.: The section has not been passed. 


/ 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The railway representatives asked that the words “Or 
along” be inserted, and I object to that. 

Mr. Pextier: It was held over on account of Mr. Chrysler not being advised. 

The CHairMAn: The word “ along” has not been inserted in my copy. 

Mr. Lawrence: It was my proposition to amend this section by inserting after 
the word “ across ” in the fourth line the words “ Or along”. Our proposition was that 
they should get leave from the Railway Board before doing it. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: It reads “ across the railway ”, and the railway men say they 
should not be allowed to string wires along the railway. 

Hon. Mr. Cocrrane: You do not object to leave it to the Railway Board. 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: We object to being obliged to get the consent of the Board 
for a wire that is carried alongside the railway and does not cross any part of the rail- 
way work, 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: Why do you object ? 

Mr. Curyster, K:/C.: Because it is unnecessary. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is a dangerous thing and should not be permitted without 
the consent of the Board. : 

Hon. Mr. Ropertson: The telegraphers employed on the railways are responsible 
for the request, because of the fact that one of the employees lost his life by reason of 
a high power voltage wire being carried along on the railway telegraph poles from the 
public crossing at the railway station. He was electrocuted. If this provision is to be 
inserted in regard to high voltage wires crossing the company’s wires, then it should 
also be inserted in reference to high voltage wires being carried along the railway. 

Mr. Nessirr: It is not telephone or high power wires. 

Hon. Mr. Ropertson: We submit that high power voltage wires should not be 
earried on telegraph wires. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: This section includes telegraph and telephone wires. 

Mr. Nessirr: I do not see that we should give the power to erect telegraph wires. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: If the right is confined to heat, power and electricity it is 
quite satisfactory. 

Mr. Lawrence: If you do not include them all, a company may get permission 
of the Board to put up a high voltage wire and afterwards string telephone or tele- 
graph wires alongside of it, which would cause just as much danger. 

The CHatrMAn: Shall section 372 be amended by adding after the word “con- 
tain” on the fourth line, the words “ along or”? 


! 


Section as amended adopted. 


The Cuairman: Now we have to consider sections 368, 369 and 370. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The draftsman points out that these are now the standard 
clauses. They are intended to avoid the necessity of having these details repeated in 
every special Act. 

Sections adopted. 


On section 391—Limitation and Defences. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: The only thing involved in this section is the one point as 
to whether the time limitation should be one year or two years. The request made 
by the Brotherhood representatives was that the time limit should be extended for 
two years. 

The CHamman: We have passed that, Mr. Chrysler. 
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Myr. Curyster, K.C.: I understood I would be heard before the Committee adopt- 
ed the section. 


Resolved on the motion of Mr. Nesbitt, seconded by Mr. Sinclair, that Mr. Chrys- 
ler be heard. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The point lies within a very narrow compass. In the first 
place twelve months has been the period of limitation since the beginning of the Gene- 
ral Railway Act. This provision is about 60 years old, and it is the invariable limit- 
ation which has prevailed. Even in the old Act of Upper Canada before Confeder- 
ation, one year was the period of limitation. Now, what does it extend to? It extends 
to all kinds of suits for indemnity in case of injury. When the words “ construction 
and operation ” were inserted in the Act in 1903, the meaning given to them was that 
they applied to all actions, first in the construction, afterwards in the operation of 
the road, apart from the carriage of goods and passengers. In other words, anything 
relating to a contract is_outside of this section and governed by another section, and 
another period of limitation applies which, I believe, in the province of Ontario would 
be six years. This section applies to cases where persons are killed on the track, or a 
passenger slips on the icy surface of a platform and breaks his leg. Now, as to the 
period within which such actions may be brought, we say one year is reasonable. As 
to employees, there are Acts in force in every province, and I have a summary of 
them here, in which the invariable period of limitation is twelve months. In Ontario 
the limitation, in case of injury not resulting in death, is six months. Where death 
occurs the limitation is twelve months. In Nova Scotia action under the Employer’s 
Liability Act must be brought within twelve months if the accident is fatal. In 
Manitoba the period of limitation is two years, but if the accident is fatal it must be 
brought within twelve months. In Saskatchewan the limitation is twelve months, and 
in the Northwest Territory, Alberta, twelve months. In British Columbia the limita- 
tion in case of fatal accident is twelve months, and in New Brunswick the same. 

Mr. Sivciair: Suppose a fire took place and burnt down a person’s house, and if 
there was a cause of action, do you want the limitation of one year? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Certainly, it is a very proper case in which the commence- 
ment of an action should be limited to one year. The reason for all these limitations 
is the difficulty of securing evidence. 


Mr. Srvciair: I understand that in the case of an accident you may be liable for 
damages for injuring goods in transit. Now, in my own province, I can be prose- 
euted for the liability within six years. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That does not come under this section. 

Mr. Sivcuam: I understand that, but I understood you to argue the limitation of 
one year should apply to everything. : 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: You understood me? I said everything that falls under 
this section. . 

Mr. Sivciair: What does fall under this section? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: All tort trespassers but not contracts. Claims for damages 
for illegal acts but not contracts. 

Mr. Maciean: What about injuries to workmen? 

Mr. Cursyter, K.C.: In all cases that comes either under the Workman’s 
Compensation Act or the Employers’ Liability Act. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Does the Workmen’s Compensation Act apply to railways 
in the province of Ontario? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would suppose that the Ontario Workmen’s Compensation 
Act applied to actions brought against the Dominion Railways. 
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Mr. Petrerier: What harm will it do if the Provincial law applies to a railway 
company ? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I am pointing out it is not usual, it would really affect the 
case of the men who were not employees. 

Mr. Petter: How are you going to arrange that we shall be in a proper position 
in the case of an action against the Company. 

Mr. (Curyster, K.C.: You will be in the same position you are now. The proy- 
inces have much the same legislation, excepting the province of Quebec. 

Mr. Lawrence: The law of the province of Quebec is bad enough to make up 
for all the good ones. In that Act the yearly wage of the workman must exceed $600. 
What good is that provision ? 

Mr. Curystrer, K.C.: ‘The point is, what is the period of limitation in the 
province of Quebec? , 

Mr. Lawrence: In Quebee the yearly wage must be $600 before action can be 
taken in the Courts. In Ontario the Workmen’s Compensatign Board settles the 
matter, but Quebee has no such law. If a railway employee gets injured he does not 
know, probably, until after a year, whether he will be able to resume his occupation. 
If he does not, he has lost his action against the Company. Now, I know of the ease 
of a switchman who was standing alongside the railway track when a passenger train 
came along and the brake shoe flew off and injured his leg. The accident laid him up 
but he expected to resume his former oceupation and did not take action against the 
Company. He was not able to consult a lawyer because he had not a cent of money, 
and so he spoke to me about it. Well, I looked into the circumstances for him, but 
the limitation of one year during which he could bring action had expired. This 
poor fellow lost his job, did not get a cent for his injury, and in a few months lost 
his life. 

Mr. Best: There are still four provinces where they may resort to the Common 
Law, namely Quebec, New Brunswick, Saskatchewan and Alberta. 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Those are all the matters J wished to mention. 


On section 2, subsection 15—Interpretation section. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The definition of the word “Lands” was left open. Lands 
are defined as follows :— 


“Lands” means the lands, the acquiring, taking or using of which is 
authorized by this or the Special Act, and includes real property, messuages, 
lands, tenements and hereditaments of any tenure and any easement, servitude, 
right, privilege or interest in, to upon, over or in respect of the same. 


Mr. Macponett: These words “ And any easement,” ete., are new. I pointed out 
before the committee on one occasion that the company could deal with a man’s lands 
and easement in any form. They can mutilate his land by taking an easement over it, 
making it a servitude easement under some right or power. I can imagine numerous 
cases where easements could be taken from lands, and leaving the lands practically 
worthless in the hands of the owner. I do not think a case has been made out that 
the company should have the right to take an easement of that kind. Every member ~ 
of this committee knows of cases in which easements may be acquired which practically 
destroy the value of a man’s land and of trifling value to the railway at the time 
but the owner only gets nominal damages. The measure of damages a man suffers is 
really the value of the land; the actual damage paid for is very small. 


Mr. Nessitt: In case of dispute as to what is an easement, would it not be referred 
to the Board? : 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, it is well understood in law. The same words occur in 
the Government Railways Act. They have the same power now. It seems to me the 
answer to Mr. Macdonell’s point is that if a man were damaged he would be compen- 
sated. There is ample provision for full compensation to anybody who is hurt in any 
shape or form. How could a railway company tunnel underneath the ground unless 
it took an easement? Are you going to compel them to take the whole of the land 
when is does not need it and it is not necessary for their purpose? 


i Mr. Sivciair: Suppose you tunnel under my house for a railway and destroy the 
ouse? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You would be amply compensated. 

Mr. Stnctam: The Board would have power to give the full value of the land. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It would not be the Board. It would be the judge. 
Section adopted. 


On subsection 29 (Section 2)—Telegraph Toll. 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: At the suggestion of Mr. Bennett that has been amended to 
read “Telegraph includes Cable and wireless Telegraph” 


When you consider section 376 that is not an appropriate amendment, because 
€76 provides— 


After this section is brought into effect section 375 of this Act shall 
extend and apply to marine electric telegraphs or cables. 


And also provides that this section shall come into force upon similar provision being 
tuade by the proper authority in the United Kingdom and upon proclamation of the 
Governor in Council. Once 376 is brought into force, telegraph includes cable, and 
until that time it is not proper to so provide. So that I submit the words “and cable” 
which were added the first day the committee met should be struck out and the clause 
restored. 

Mr. Macponeti: That is correct. 


Section adopted as amended. 


On section 5—Application of Act. | 
Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: That was left over for the Minister to see whether it would 
pply to Government railways. I have considered the matter since Friday, and I think 
it would be a tremendously long affair to make it apply to Government Railways, and 
you would have to amend half the sections. If it is desired to make this amendment, I 
submit the Government Railways Act should be amended. The Government Railways 
Act provides, in respect of traffic over the Grand Trunk and Canada Atlantic, that 
the Minister shall file tariffs, and that the Board shall have the like jurisdiction over 
these tolls and tariffs as it has with reference to tolls under this Act. It would be a 
much simpler matter to amend the Government Railways Act. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I only want it to apply to the tariff, but I think the 
expropriation provision should be left in, and then they would not be subject to every 
judge in the country. 

Mr. Nespirt: I agree with the Minister, except that I would like to see the other 
provision in. 

Mr. Stvcuair: I think this is a very important proposal. I know there is a strong 
feeling in favour of having it done in the Maritime Provinces, where the railway is 
operated. 

The Cuamman: Would it not be sufficient for the committee to express its views 
in support of the section and allow the Bill to be submitted in that way, or what would 
you suggest Mr. Minister? 
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Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think we should amend the Act. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: How about the Government Railways Act? 

Hon. Mr, Cocurane: It could be repealed. 

The Cuarman: Mr. Johnston pointed out that you could amend the Government 
Railways Act by adding a few clauses, but you could not do so with this Bill. 

Hon. Mr. CocuraNE: He ought to know. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I think you would require a hundred or more amendments 
to this Act. It was suggested by Mr. Carvell that you could amend section 5 by striking 
out the words “Other than Government Railways”, but then you go back and say that 
“Railway means any railway which the company has authority to construct”, and it 
would not apply to a Government railway, and all these sections refer to the company. 
Why not amend the Government railways Act by setting out that sections so and so 
shall apply to Government railways ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocuranr: When you are amending the Railway Act, why not insert 
it in that Act? 

Mr. Stivciam: It is only a question of clerical work. 

Mr. Jounnston, K.C.: I do not altogether agree with that. I certainly would not 
like to tackle it, unless I had a week to do it. 

Mr. Srvciair: We will give you a week. ; 

The CuaIRMan: They are anxious to have this Bill in the House as soon as possible 
and have it sent up to the Senate. Fi 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I have tried it by drawing clauses to provide that when the 
word “Railway” is used it shall apply to Government railways, but it will not work out. 

Mr. Mactean: Could you not accomplish the object by a provision that certain 
sections in this Act shall apply to Government railways? 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: I tried that too, but I found a great many difficulties. If 
anybody will go through this Act with me, I will point out how difficult it is to do 
that. 

Mr. Macitean: You say you would have to re-write the Act? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No doubt of it. 

The CHARMAN: JI think I ought to read a letter from Mr. Gisbourne on procedure 
regarding this section. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Who asked him for a letter? 


The CualrMAN: I asked him for it. I think I should know something about this 
matter being Chairman. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is a matter of procedure, not of Government policy. 


The Cuatrman: I do not know anything about that part of it, but I am going to 
do my duty while I am Chairman of the Committee. 

Mr. Nespitt: I am very firm in my view, with the Minister, that it should be in 
this Act, but at the same time I am not anxious to press any views that are not— 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Just allow me to say how easy I think it would be to adopt 
the other plan, and gain the same effect. Section 13 of the Government Railways Act 
now provides that the Minister shall submit all tariffs and tolls to be charged for the 
traffic on the tracks to which such running powers extend to the Board of Railway 
Commissioners of Canada, and so on. It would be quite easy, by an amendment to 
that section, to bring the matter of tariffs under the Board. 

Hon. Mr. CocHrane: But there is more than the tariffs. 

Mr, Jounston, K.C.: Then there is the question of the operation, maintenance 
and equipment. It seems to me we might bring these clauses under the Railway Act. 
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Mr. Lawrence: With the permission of the Committee, I would like to submit 
our recommendation, as follows:— 


We respectfully submit that, if consistent, the Railway Act and its provi- 
sions respecting equipment, maintenance and operation, as well as orders of the 
Board in this respect, should, in the interests of safety apply to lines of railway 
operated by the Canadian Government as it applies to Company operated 
railways. 3 

The CuairMAn: As long as it is done, you do not need to worry. 

Mr. Mactean: He wants it amended to carry out his views. Does that clause do 
it? We would have to instruct our draughtsman to go through the Act and frame it 
to suit the case. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Blair, who is familiar with the Act, agrees with me 
that to amend this Act, would probably be a week’s work. 

Mr. Sinciar: I think you had better do it. 

Mr. Macponett: If it can be done in a week, do it. 

Hon. Mr, Rew: I move that the sections dealing with the Government Railway 
system be revised and re-written, with the exception of those regarding expropriation. 


Motion seconded by Mr. Sinclair and concurred in. 


On Section 52—subsection 2, Appeal to Supreme Court as to jurisdiction by leave 
of Judge. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The amendment agreed upon was to this effect: “An appeal 
shall lie from the Board to the Supreme Court of Canada upon a question of juris- 
diction, upon leave therefor being obtained from the Judge of the said Court upon 
application made within one month. I have a suggestion to make with regard to 
section 169, paragraph (e), “plan, profile and book of reference.” Paragraph (e) says: 


The areas and length and width of land proposed to be taken, in figures, 
stating every change in width. 


Tt strikes me, and Mr, Chrysler agrees, that in some cases it is not possible to comply 
with that and we might add the words after “width” “or other accurate description 
thereof” in the 45th line. 

Suggestion concurred in and paragraph amended accordingly. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The question has been brought to my attention in reference 
to section 186, which deals with “ Industrial spurs” that there has been some corre- 
spondence between Sir Henry Drayton and Mr. Mallon Cowan, K.C. regarding that 
clause. Mr. Cowan has pointed out to the Chief Commissioner that as subsection 5 

reads the result is when the owner of an industry requires a spur he deposits the cost 

of the spur with the Company and then he is repaid by a rebate on tolls. Subsection 5 
provides that upon repayment by the Company of all payments made by the applicant 
upon such construction, the said spur or branch line, right of way and equipment 
shall become the absolute property of the company free from any such lien. Mr. Cowan 
thought that railway company having repaid the cost of the spur and equipment should 
have the right to operate, but that they should not own the fee simple of the right of 
way which they had never paid for. 

Mr. Macponett: They have paid for it in the rebate on the tolls. 

’ Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is not the case. Subsection 3 provides that the 
aggregate amount so paid by the applicant in the construction or completion of the 
said spur or branch line shall be repaid or refunded to the applicant by the company 


by way of rehate. 
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Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They pay for it in the rate or toll charge. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: They ought to have the right to operate but not the fee 
simple of the right of way. 

Mr. Nessirt: They should not own the right of way, it may belong to us. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: The Chief Commissioner thinks it goes too far and this 
amendment which Mr. Blair has handed to me is to this effect that it shall be amended 
to read as follows :— 


(3) The aggregate amount so paid by the applicant to defray the cost of the 
necessary grading, ties, and rail construction on the said spur or branch line, 
shall be repaid or refunded to the applicant, by the company, by way of rebate, 
to be determined and fixed by the Board, out of, or in proportion to the tolls 
charged by the company in respect of the carriage of traffic for the applicant 
over the said spur or branch line. 


And in subsection 5, the words “right of way” be struck out in the 3rd line, and that 
the following be added at the end of the clause: 


With the right to operate over it during the time the said spur, or branch 
line, is required for the purpose of the industry or business it is constructed to 
serve. 


so that the railway can still continue to operate. 

Mr. Macponeti: That does not meet the objection. 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: It does not cover all the points. 

Hon. Mr. Rew: I would like to ask Mr. Johnston this question: | Suppose I 
wanted an industrial siding built into a manufacturing industry, and there was no way 
of getting into that industry with the right of way because the man who owned the 
intervening property refused to sell the right of way. The Railway Company could 
expropriate that land and by so doing get a right of way into the manufactory, and the 
owner of the industry would have to repay the company for what they paid for the 
land. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The railway that does the expropriation owns the land. 

Hon. Mr. Rep: I know, but they might not be able to buy the land for a right of 
way to an industry four or five miles away. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: J think the Hon. Mr. Reid is perfectly right because the 
owner of the industry does not own, of course, the land required for the right of way. 
Where he does it seems to cover everything, but if there is intervening land the railway 


company would probably ask the owner of that industry to advance the money to pay 


for that right of way. 


Hon. Mr. Rew: I know personally of a case where the spur line had to cover a 
long distance and the railway company said: “If you will purchase the right of way, 
we will lay it.” If this Act were changed the railway company might expropriate the 
land, but, as it stands now, it would prevent them paying for the land. 

Mr. Macponett: J know of a number of cases in Toronto where an industrial 
spur would be the salvation of a large industrial area, but one man who has the initial 
part of the spur will stop the people who are begging the railway company to give them 
accommodation from getting it. This clause is drawn with a special view of giving 
relief to people in cases of that kind. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Perhaps Mr. Chrysler and I should talk this over with Mr. 
Blair after adjournment 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: We are all agreed as to the principle, but it should be made 
flexible. 
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Mr. Nessirr: It is absolutely correct that in the case of the ordinary siding the 
company does not pay us for the right of way if they run the siding over our land. 

Mr. Macponeti: The change that Mr. Cowan says is very material. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The word “equipment” might cover it. 

The Cuamman: Mr. Johnston, Mr. Chrysler and Mr. Blair will get together and 
discuss this section. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: With regard to section 233 “Appeal from award” the word 
“the” should be inserted between the words “from” and “opposite”, in the second line, 
so that the section will read: 


Within one month from receiving from the arbitrator, or from the opposite 
party, ete. 


The CHammMan: In subsection 3 the word “ five” should be substituted for “ten ” 
in the third line. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Then the reference to the section of the former Railway 
Act should be 209 instead of 290. 


Section 283 carried as amended. 


The CHARMAN: Section 219 stands for reconsideration also. Have you any 
suggestions to make, Mr. Johnston? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I have none. You remember that Mr. McCarthy suggested 
an amendment. Mr. McCarthy pointed out that sometimes an arbitration was necessary 
and that the railway company may have found out that it had given notice to take 
more land than it really required. In the particular case cited, it happened to be an 
easement. The suggested amendment, however, is of general application. Mr. McCar- 
thy suggested that if the railway finds it has given notice that it desired to take more 
land than it needs, why should it not simply say that instead of taking so much it will 
take so much less, and proceed in the court of arbitration and have the matter disposed 
of. His suggested amendment is this: (Reads) 


Sub-sec. (3) Where the amount of compensation payable under the notice has beer 
referred to arbitration, the Company may, in lieu of abandoning the notice 
pursuant to Sub-sec. (1) hereof, give to the opposite party and to the arbitrator, 
a notice varying the description of the lands or materials to be taken or the 
powers intended to be exercised by the Company; which subsequent notice 
shall also contain: 

(a) A declaration of readiness to pay a certain sum or rent as the case 
may be, as compensation for such lands or for damages for such materials or 
powers, and damages suffered and costs incurred by such opposite party in 
consequence of the former notice. 

(b) A notification that if within eight days after the service of such 
notice the party to whom the notice is addressed, does not give notice to the 
Company that he accepts the sum offered by the Company, the arbitrator may 
proceed to fix the compensation for the lands, materials or powers described in 
such subsequent notice. 


Sub-sec. (4) In the event of the arbitration proceeding pursuant to such subsequent 
notice, all evidence taken and proceedings had under the former notice, shall, 
in so far as they are applicable, be used in the arbitration upon the subsequent 
notice and the proceedings on both sides shall be deemed one arbitration, 
but the Company shall be liable to pay all damages suffered and costs incurred 
by the opposite party by reason of the Company having failed to demand by 
the original notice, the lands, materials or powers as described in the subsequent 
notice. ; 
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Mr. Nessitr: It looks reasonable. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I thought it was reasonable. 

Hon. Mr. Rem: Do you change the whole section ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: No, you simply add some subsections. The clause already 
provides that where the notice already given improperly describes the land, the notice 
and all proceedings may be abandoned. What Mr. McCarthy says is: Why should we 
not cut down the description to what is wanted, and go on in the same arbitration? 
Mr. Nessitt: It ought to save costs. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: I think Mr. Macdonell was of the opinion that it would give 
the companies special powers as to easements, but if you read the section you will 
find it does not. 

Mr. Macponneti: It is harmless if not drawn to meet a special case, but there 
is no objection. 

The CHAirMAN: Shall this amendment be inserted in Section 219. 

Myr. Nessirr: J move that it shall be inserted. 

The CHairmMan: Mr. Nesbitt moves, seconded by Mr. Sinclair, that the amend- 
ment be inserted in Section 219. 

Mr. Sivcram: I am not going to second it, although it may be all right. 

Mr. MAcponeLtt: You objected to it when it was first brought up. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I will second it. 

The CuairMAN: It is moved and seconded that subsections 3 and 4 as read by 
Mr. Johnston be added to Section 219. Shall this clause as amended be adopted? 


Carried. 


The CuairMan: Section 220, dealing with the appointment of an arbitrator has 
not been passed. The retention of the word “opposite,” was discussed after the word — 
“the” on the first line on p. 83. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It was simply held over until we should determine whether 
to leave the word “opposite” in. 

Mr. Nessitt: How will it read then? 

My. Jounston, K.C.: Exactly as it is drawn. 

The CHARMAN: Shall this clause be adopted? 

Carried. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The next section which stands is Section 254. That is the 
provision regarding connections with intersecting railway lines, and it provides for a 
joint board. It stood because Mr. Lighthall, for some reason or other, asked that it 
should be left, but he never came back. : 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: What objection did he take to it? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I have no idea, sir. As a matter of fact, it is only the law 
as it stood before, with a few alterations of words to make it clearer. 

The CHamrMan: Shall this clause be adopted ? 

Carried. 


Mr. Macitean: I would like to direct the attention of the Committee to what 
seems to be a condition for which there ought to be a cure. The railways do not make 
provision for joining up with other roads. For instance, coming out of Toronto the 
other night there was an accident, and a lot of trains were delayed. If there had been 
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a connection between the Canadian Northern and the Canadian Pacific where they 
are close together, delay would have been avoided to the travelling public. I think 
there ought to be such a connection. ; ° 

Hon. Mr. Cocurans: It would depend upon where a connection was made. 

Mr. Mactran: Where roads are running together, they should join up, especially 
coming out of cities. The whole of the freight and passenger traffic, certainly the 
passenger, was delayed for more than half a day. If the two lines had a connection 
a little further east, they could use one another’s lines. They do not use one another’s 
lines to relieve such situations. I have no suggestion to make just now, but I would 
like to state the problem here so that the Board may propose something, or that power 
may be given to the Board to have such connections made. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It would be hard to make the connection because you do 
not know where you are going to have an accident. 

Mr. Maciean: Take this case: three railroads are coming out of the city of 
Toronto, there is a block on one road; and there is no provision for serving the public 
for the time being by giving running rights over the road that is not blocked. 

Mr. Nessirrt: They certainly could run back to Toronto. 

Mr. Macrran: They did not do it. Perhaps there is a better cure coming. If it 
is possible to make arrangements between railways, to facilitate traffic, they ought to 
do it. 


On section 263—Appropriation for safety of public at highway crossings at rail 
level. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That is the section providing for a railway grade crossings 
fund. How long is it proposed to continue the Act? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No particular time. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: So that if the Act read “ $200,000 a year for ten years from 
the first day of April, 1910,” that would carry it to 1920. 

Mr. Macuean: Bring it up to date. 

Hon. Mr. Rem:—Would it not be better to make it a shorter date than 1910? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You could start 1st April, 1916, if you like. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Make it ten years from the 1st April, 1917. 

Mr. Nespirr: I would think five years would be better. 

Mr. Maciean: Has the fund been exhausted each year? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: No. 

Mr. Mactean: Much of it? 

Bion. Mr. Cocurane: I do not konw how much, but not all. 

Mr. Mactean: As this is to be a far-reaching Act, why should it not be the date 
of this year? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: All right, that is agreed on. It will read “ The sum of 
$200,000 each year for ten consecutive years from the first day of April, 1917.” 


Section adopted as amended. 


On section 302—Running of trains. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is proposed by the Brotherhood to add a subsection to 
301, which would be 301 (a) “ Every locomotive engine shall be equipped and main- 
tained with an ashpan that can be dumped or emptied without the necessity of any 
employee going under such locomotive.” 
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I think Mr. Chrysler said that, to a very large extent, that had been done. The 
only objection to it is the form. We thought it was covered by the power given to the 
Railway Board to order proper equipment and they have done it. I think there is no 
doubt the Board has power to order that, and, strictly speaking, it is not necessary for 
that reason. 

Mr. Best: I might say, in reference to the Board’s power, they have issued an 
order. It is only fair to say that to the committee. Our complaint was that the order 
had not been carried out by the railway companies, and we thought that if a provision 
were placed in the Act, they might regard it as more sacred than an order of the Board. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It is not desirable to encumber the Act with provisions like 
-- that. 

Mr. Mactean: When the question of the enforcement of the Act comes up, I 
want to have something to say about it. I am going to put the responsibility upon 
somebody for the enforcement of this Act, and I will object to enforcement being 
placed in the hands of the Commission. 

Mr. Nessitt: How would it do to put it in the hands of the Chairman. 

Mr. Maciean: No, I intend to. move that the responsibility be imposed upon the 
Attorney General of each province. 


Section 302 adopted as it stood. 


Mr. Jounston, K.O.: Section 309, subsection 2, reads as follows: 


“Where a municipal by-law of a city or town prohibits such sounding of 
the whistle or such ringing of the bell in respect of any such crossing or cros- 
sings within the limits of such city or town, such by-law shall, to the extent of 
such prohibition, relieve the company and its employees from the duty imposed 
by this section.” 


The Brotherhoods were in favour of this clause as it stands but there was opposi- 
tion from some members as to the power conferred upon the municipality. 

Mr. Nespitt: I have a memorandum here to the effect that Mr. Johnston was 
to draw up a section. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Committee, however, did not express its opinion as a 
whole as to whether the section should stand or be struck out. I thought that if it 
was intended that the by-law of the Municipal Council should be subject to the Board 
it would be simple enough to provide, after the word “shall” in the second line on 
page 119, these words “if approved by an order of the Board. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think we wanted that provision too. We did not think 
that merely because an order was passed by a municipality that we should stop 
whistling, but if there is a by-law passed on it, application could be made to the 
Board for an order dispensing with the whistling. Then we will be very glad to 
accept it and very glad to have it. 

Section adopted as amended. 


The CHAIRMAN: Section 310 was allowed to stand pending the discussion of sec- 
tion 309. The former section may as well be adopted. 


Section 310 adopted. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I think it is now in order to take up section 345, reduced 
rates and free transportation. i 

Mr. Best: Before you do that, I wish to ask a question in regard to section 305— 
position of passenger cars. I submitted an amendment to that some time ago, in 
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connection with the placing of a flanger on the rear end of a passenger car, but 
withdrew it. Since then, I have received a number of complaints from train em- 
ployees that the practice was carried on to a very great extent last year. J am 
prepared to take these cases up with the Board of Railway Commissioners and have 
them dealt with, but I would like to have an expression of opinion from the Com- 
mittee as to the interpretation of section 305. Does it contemplate that a railway 
company shall operate a flanger on the rear end of a passenger train the same as on 
a freight, merchandise or lumber car? We say that to do so is against the law. 

Mr. Maciray: You say that the flanger would have to be worked by an inde- 
pendent train? 

Mr. Bust: The apparatus for bending the tracks, the flanger, is operated by air, 
and it is most annoying to the successful handling of the train when the air is supplied 
from the train pipe. The machine is operated by air which is taken from the reser- 
voir which also operates the automatic airbrakes. The whole principle of the airbrake 
is automatic, and any reduction in the pressure in the train pipe interferes more or 
less with the operation of the brake. I would like to ask this Committee to give its 
opinion whether the clause does cover cases of this kind. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: A flanger is not a freight, merchandise or lumber car. 

Hon. Mr. Rem: Our interpretation of the section does not apply, that would be 
a question of law. 

The CHarrMan: That will come up again if it is found that it does not apply. 

Mr. Pettier: If it is a dangerous thing has not the Board the power to apply it? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The Board has complete power. 


Section 305 adopted as it stood. 


On section 345.—Reduced rates and free transportation. 


Mr. Buary: I desire to move an amendment to section 345, that is the clause we 
had up, if you remember, some time ago, and I think it was pretty fully discussed by 
the Committee. I move that the following subsection be added :— 


“ Provided, further, that where the company issues mileage or commutation 
passenger rates or tickets between a central point within a district and any out- 
side point or points on its railway, such mileage, commutation rates or tickets 
shall not be withdrawn or discontinued without the consent of the Board, and the 
Board may, when it sees fit, require the company to grant similar rates or tickets 
between any such central point, and any other point on its railway.” 


As I explained before in the town where I live we had, some years ago, commutation 
tickets and those tickets were cut off by the Grand Trunk Railway Company. The same 
railway company issued commutation tickets to another point, Oakville, which is 
the same distance from the city of Toronto as Brampton is, and I contend that the 
action of the railway in that case is contrary to the spirit of the Act and contrary 
to the Act itself, so that I want it to be made perfectly clear that the Board has the 
power to deal with such cases, and this amendment, I think provides for that. 


Mr. Mactean: I would like to ask Mr. Blain if that amendment applies to any 
other railway besides the Grand Trunk? 

Mr. Buain: Yes it does. 

Mr. Macuran: If the Grand Trunk Railway gives commutation tickets for a 
point 25 miles out of the city of Toronto, does it follow that the C.P.R. must give 
the same to other points within the 25 miles radius? 


Mr. Busan: If the Board says so. 
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Mr. Mactean: Is there provision that if one company gives commutation rates 
other companies must do so? 


Mr. Buain: Yes. 


Hon. Mr. Rew: I was asking if that clause as it reads gives the Board power 
to compel the railway companies to issue mileage or commutation rates, or is it only 
when the company themselves’issue it that it cannot be withdrawn? 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Both are covered. As this section is drawn, it covers 
both. 


Mr. Biatn: The idea was to cover both. I may say that it was understood by 
some members of the Board, when this matter was before it, that the Board had power, 
but Chairman Mabee rather decided that they had not power. This is intended, Mr. 
Chairman, to make it perfectly clear that the Board has power. 


Hon. Mr. Rem: The clause reads: “Provided further, that where the company 
issues mileage or commutation passenger rates or tickets between a central point 
within a district and any outside point or points on its railway, such mileage or com- 
mutation rates or tickets shall not be withdrawn or discontinued without the consent 
of the Board.” As I understand it, if the railways do issue them they cannot with- 
draw them without the consent of the Board. Then there is a new sentence: “And 
the Board may require the company to grant similar rates or tickets between such 


central point and any other point on its railway, within an equal or less radius from ~* 


the farthest point to which such mileage or commutation tickets were issued.” Now 
what I want to get at is: supposing from the city of Ottawa the railways were issuing 
no mileage or commutation tickets at all, but that the people in a certain locality, 
say, at Rideau Lakes where the Canadian Northern are running now, wanted week-end 
tickets, has the Board power under this clause to say: “Now, here is a summer resort; 
you must issue commutation tickets,”—although such tickets have never been issued 
before? Is the clause wide enough to cover that? If they have not the power, they 
should have it. 


Mr. Macrean: My contention on the whole matter, as I tried to argue it before, 
was that if the railway system out of the city of Montreal has a broad service of com- 
mutation tickets, the same companies should give an equally large city other than 
Montreal the same broad service. The Board should have power to insist on an 
equality of treatment. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The only point is that if the Canadian Pacific Railway 
gave it to Montreal they would have to give it to Toronto if the Board said so. 


Mr. Mactran: That is not in the Act yet. It is in the general principle under- 
lying the Act that there should be equality of treatment. 

Hon. Mr. Rem: I am in favour of that. There may be no commutation tickets 
issued out of the city of Ottawa at all. What I want to get at is 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The Canadian Northern may not have given commutation 
tickets, but if it had they would have to apply to any place where the Board ordered. 

Mr. Macitean: That is not set out in the Act. 


Hon. Mr. Rem: Supposing there were none issued out of Ottawa to the Rideau - 


Lakes, has the Board power under this section to say that commutation tickets shall 
be issued, the same as are being issued from Montreal to the resorts in that vicinity ? 

Mr. Buain: If not, we could ask Mr. Johnston to correct the section. 

Mr. Mactean: That is the very point. The ‘section secures what Mr. Blain 
wants for his town, but I want what Mr. Blain gets for his town to apply to all towns 
in the vicinity. 

Mr. Buain:- The section was not drawn explicitly to meet the case of my own 
town. That would not be fair. If it does not cover the point which the other mem- 
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bers of the committee call attention to, for my part I would like to have it done. 
Therefore I would suggest that Mr. Johnston draft a section that would meet the 
case. 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.; Excuse me, the wording might be re-drafted as follows :— 


“and the Board may, when it sees fit, require the company to grant similar 
rates or tickets between any such central point and any other point on its railway.” 


Would that cover the point, Mr. Chrysler? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I would rather wait till you get your section drawn. 

Hon. Mr. Rew: Will that give them power such as I am suggesting? 

Mr. Busty: The minister was particularly anxious when this was submitted to 
him that it should not be a case applicable to one town, but should be a broad case 
applicable to all towns. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: This, in its origin, is a provision giving the railway com- 
panies power to make the reduced rates under certain circumstances and allowing 
these excursion and commutation rates. That is a violation of the principle of the 
Act, and that is the reason permission is given. The provision is that fares should 
be charged equally for the same service everywhere, and without regard to the class 
of passengers. There is no reason why a passenger travelling twenty miles should 
travel at a lower rate than one going sixty miles. 

Mr. Macponett: That may be true in certain cases, yes, but undoubtedly 500 
can be carried at a cheaper rate than a few. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: That is the reason of the amendment. 

Mr. Macponetit: That is the basis of the amendment. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is the basis of section 345: it is permissive. The rail- 
way companies are the judges of that, because if you come to apply the principle quite 
correctly, it may pay the company to put on special trains for special conditions. 
Excursion trains are of that character. It is an enlarged excursion system. But 
when you put it as a principle, you take away all right to apply it according to the 
circumstances. You compel companies to put on excursion trains, or commutation 
trains, which are the same in principle, whether it pays or not. If it does not pay, 
you compel passengers and other persons who contribute to the revenues of the rail- 
way, to make up the deficiency which the company incurs in operating these trains. 

Mr. Macponett: The Board will consider that. 

Mr. Crryster, K.C.: The Board has no right to consider it. The Board con- 
siders our tariffs, and these reductions are made under tariffs properly filed, but 
these tariffs do not allow us to make excursion and commutation rates and there is 
no reason why we should make them. 

Mr. Macrean: We are going to establish that principle. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurange: The Board will decide what is fair and reasonable. 

Hon. Mr. Remp: And whether the companies should give such rates at all or not. — 

Mr. Crrysiter, K.C.: When you speak of Montreal and Toronto the circum- 
stances are entirely different. 

Mr. Mactran: The Board will judge. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Reference was also made to Oakville and Brampton. The 
circumstances are entirely different there also. Each centre has to stand upon its 
own merits, and the same must be said of each railway. What may be said of the 
Canadian Northern running out of Toronto may not be said of the C.P.R. or Grand 
Trunk at all. 

Mr. Macuesn: That is what the Board is for, to look into and decide those cases. 
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Mr. Curysier, K.C.: As to commutation rates they are only granted during the 
summer months usually. 

Mr. Brain: In the case of Oakville, the commutation rates are operative every 
day. It was the same too at Brampton before the privilege was withdrawn. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You know and I know, Mr. Blain, that some of these privi- 
leges were granted a long time ago. People have built their houses and settled in 
particular localities on the faith of these concessions, and the railway company does 
not find it very easy to put an end to them. 

Mr. Macuean: We are going to compel you in certain cases to give these rates. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: You cannot do that any more than you can compel us to 
run a $5 excursion rate to New York or between Toronto and Montreal. 

Mr. Buain: Speaking for Brampton, there was no suggestion at any time that 
the company should be compelled to put on a special train. It was simply that there 
should be commutation tickets on regular trains, especially in view of what has hap- 
pened at Oakville. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Here is the amendment which has been drafted :— 


“Provided, further, that where the company issues mileage or commutation 
passenger rates or tickets between a central point within a district and any 
outside point or points on its railway, such mileage, or commutation rates or 
tickets, shall not be withdrawn or discontinued without the consent of the 
Board; and the Board may, when it sees fit, require the company to grant 
similar rates or tickets between any such central point and any other point on 
this railway.” 


Mr. Nussirr: I am perfectly agreeable to making provision for cases where the 
company already grant commutation rates for a certain district, but I do not see 
how you could require a company to grant commutation rates from a central point 
where it is not done now. 


Mr. Macitean: We do not say they shall do so, but the Board has power to 
secure substantial equality of treatment if a case can be made out. 


_ Mr. Curyster, K.C.: On the ground of discrimination I would not object, I 
think that is right, but to put in a new service for anybody where none existed before 
is an altogether different matter. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I think you can safely leave it to the judgment of the 
Board. 


Section as amended adopted. 


Committee adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE. 


House or Commons, 
Room 301, 
June 6, 1917. 
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m. 


Section 345.—Reduced Rates and Free Tansportation Clause. 


The CuHairman: This clause was left over for the purpose of allowing Mr. 
Johnston to prepare an amendment. 

Mr. Brain: Since adopting the clause yesterday there has been some suggestion 
that possibly it went too far along this line that if a railway company granted’ com- 
mutation tickets for, say, a golf club, for three months, the company under the pro- 
vision would not have the right to cut off those tickets without consulting the Board. 
I understand the railway companies think this is going a little too far. I promised 
I would bring it up, because I am anxious, as the Committee is anxious, that what- 
ever we do will have reason in it for everybody concerned. 

Mr. Brappury: You mean to say that the railway companies would be forced to 
grant those commutation tickets ? 

Mr. Buaty: No, not forced; it is left to the Board; the Board has power, under 
the amendment that was adopted unanimously by the Committee yesterday morning. 
In conversation with Mr. Macdonell this morning, however, after consulting Mr. 
Johnston, he points out that if a golf club made application to a railway company 
for a commutation ticket for three months, say, that that should be and would be an 
agreement between the golf club and the railway company themselves, and would 
never have to come before the Board, either when it was introduced or when it ended; 
it was simply an agreement between the railway company itself and the golf club, and 
would not require either sanction to go into effect or sanction to be discontinued 
from the Board. 

Mr. Macponett: I am not sure as to that. I speak subject to correction by Mr. 
Johnston, who is more familiar with the Act. 

Mr. Bua: If it is that way I do not see so much objection as I did at the outset. 
I do not think that it would be right that every agreement of that kind should have to 
receive the assent of the Board. There ought to be some freedom. In other words, 
I do not think it would be wise for the Committee to place a clause in the Act that 
would take away from the railway company the management of their own affairs, 
their business management, which is a domestic matter with the company. I think 
they should have that power and that right. But where the public comes in, and a 
concession is granted to the public, and the public appreciate it, I do not think the 
company then should have the power under the Act to strike it off; that a case 
ef that kind should have to be submitted to the Board and receive their sanction before 
the railway company could take away the right they had already granted to the public. 

Mr. Macponetit: What is the exact point of difference? 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: As I understand it, it is this: the section proposed yesterday 
provided that once commutation tickets were issued they should not be withdrawn. 
Now, it has been said that the railways issued tickets for a certain time, two or three 
months, season tickets, so to speak, and the railway company ought to have the right 
to withdraw them when the season for issuing them has expired. 

Mr. Buain:. What do you think on that point, Mr. Chrysler? 
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Mr. Curyster, K.C.: It is broader than that. They may grant commutation 
tickets to a town or community as an experiment, and drop them if it does not pay. 
They have that right. 

Mr. Brapsury: It should not be withdrawn without the consent of the com- 
munity. 

Mr. Brain: In case of that kind, don’t you think the Board, on an application 
made to the railway company, could cut them off? Don’t you think the Board would 
say, “ The public is not patronizing these, therefore they should not insist on the ser- 
vice being given’? 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I do not think there is much difference between us. We 
thought, and I still think, that the matter is covered by the proviso at the end of the 
section. We have only the right to issue commutation tickets as an extension of the 
general rule which requires us to have a tariff and charge the same all over. Now, 
the proviso in the Act says: 


“Provided that the carriage of traffic by the company under this section 
may, in any particular case, or by general regulation, be extended, restricted, 
limited or qualified by the Board.” 


That was intended to give control over this very question, both reasonable excursion 
tickets and reasonable commutation tickets, and put an end to them if unreasonable. 
I think it is all there. If Mr. Blain’s suggestion is adopted, the right to withdraw the 
commutation is not taken away. The rest of the section would not be objectionable. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: How would this meet your views, Mr. Chrysler? It seems 
to me there is some question as to whether the Board has power to 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: No; in the Brampton case it was said the Board had the 
power to make an order, if the community alleged they were being exposed to discri- 
mination by the giving of commutation tickets to another community; but the Board 
in that case said they did not find there was any evidence of discrimination. 

Mr. Buatn: I rather think the Board said, at least the Chairman said finally, 
that Brampton did not make out a good case for commutation tickets, and therefore 
the Board would not grant them. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Chrysler, suppose a clause like this were put in:— 


“Whenever the Board sees fit it may require the company to grant and 
issue commutation tickets on such terms as the Board may order.” 


That makes it perfectly clear that the Board has broad powers. 
Mr. BrapBpury: That leaves it in the hands of the Board? 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: ‘Absolutely. 

. Mr. MacponeLtt: What was the other section we passed? 
Mr. Jounston, ‘K.C.: It was this: (reads), 


“Provided, further, that where the company issues mileage or commuta- 
tion passenger rates or tickets between a central point within a district and any 
outside point or points on its railway, such mileage commutation rates or tickets 
shall not be withdrawn or discontinued without the consent of the Board, and 
the Board may, when it sees fit, require the company to grant similar rates or 
tickets between any such central point, and any other point on its railway.” 


That all seems to me to be conditioned on the fact that the Company has already 
issued commutation tickets. 


Mr. BrapBury: What is the amendment proposed? 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The section I have in my hand now is what I first read 
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Mr. Srncrairr: You propose passing them both? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: No, I propose substituting. 

Mr. Brappury: Does that substituting cover every item in the other? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It seems to me broader, and as far as the Company is con- 
cerned it is not objectionable, for the reason that the Railway Companies are not 
bound perpetually to maintain commutation rates that they have given. 

Mr. Brapsury: I don’t think that they ought; I think it ought to be left in the 
hands of the Railway Board. I have a case in point in Manitoba; from Winnipeg to 
Winnipeg Beach the O.P.R. grants commutation tickets to the city of Winnipeg. 
The town of Selkirk is 22 miles nearer to the Beach than the city of Winnipeg, but 
the C.P.R. have refused to give the former even the same privileges that they give 
the latter although Selkirk is 22 miles nearer; full fare is exacted. There should be 
something to compel the railway company to issue the same rate pro rata per mile. 
That would cover the point, would it not, Mr. Johnston? : 

Mr. Jounston, K:C.: The Board would have absolute power under that clause. 

Mr. Brapsury: That would be satisfactory to me. 

Mr. Bian: Mr. Minister, would that be satisfactory to you? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I have not been listening to the discussion. 

Mr. Buaty: Perhaps the Chairman would read the proposed amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN; The proposed amendment to Clause 345 reads as follows: 


“Whenever the Board sees fit it may require the Company to grant and issue. 
commutation tickets on such terms as the Board may order.” 


Mr. Macpoxeii: I think you should put in, “such rates and terms”. 
Mr. Brapsury: I think so. 


Mr. Braiy: As to our ease at Brampton, we never felt that the Railway Comp- 
anies were very severe upon the town, notwithstanding what has been said. The 
C.P.R. made an effort to put a commutation train on, a short train, granting commu- 
tation tickets experimentally. The distance by the C.P.R. to Brampton is much 
further than by the Grand Trunk. That was found to be unprofitable, and therefore 
it was removed. The town of Brampton—I want to present the other side of the 
question now—was somewhat responsible for the cutting off of the commutation 
tickets itself. Originally the privilege was granted at the request of the merchants 
of the town. Subsequently it broadened out, and many of the people of the town 
procured a commutation ticket in the same way. Then finally the merchants decided 
that there were too many commutation tickets, and petitioned the Grand Trunk 
Company to cut them off, and at their request they were cut off. For my part, I 
always took the ground that the merchants of Brampton were rather responsible, 
because they lost their commutation tickets. I want to be fair to the Companies, 
because [ think the Grand Trunk and the C.P.R. have treated Brampton very fairly, 
have given a good service, and they are always willing to listen to any request that is 
made. 


Amendment adopted. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Section 353 was allowed to stand on a previous occasion. 
That entitles a conductor to expel a passenger who refuses to pay his fare. My 
recollection is that Mr. Lemieux said he wished to have something more to say: I do 
not know what it is. 

Mr. MacponeLti: I do not know why a conductor should be allowed to put off a 
passenger (who does not pay his fare) “at or near a dwelling house”. The man should 
Le put off at a station. As the section is now worded a passenger without a ticket 
could be dropped off in the middle of a prairie. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: To adopt your suggestion would mean that people could get 
a ride between stations. 

Mr. Macponett: People don’t do that. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Yes, they do, and when the man gets to the next station 
he gets another free ride. 

Mr. Brappury: In the western country it would be a serious matter if the con- 
dnetor were to put a passenger off in the prairie because he saw a shack there. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Such a thing is never done. There have been actions 
against the railway companies for putting men off under unreasonable conditions in 
cold weather, or in conditions in cold weather, or on the prairie where there is no 
house near, and the men have come to harm. 

Mr. Brapspury: I object even where there is a house near. 

Mr. Curyster, KC.: It is merely sought to have this power in reserve. A man 
could be put off, say 5 miles from Ottawa, instead of carrying him to the next station, 
then he is not imposing upon the Railway Company. 

Mr. Brappury: Railway Companies do a little bit of imposition themselves. 

Mr. Macponeti: Nine times out of ten it is due to a mistake. See what an un- 
fortunate position this section would place a woman in. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: Conductors never put a woman off. 

Mr. Macponett: The woman might be so unfortunately circumstanced as to have 
no money. Think of their unfortunate plight under these circumstances. 

Mr. W. L. Scorr, K.C.: Some protection is needed against men who make a regu- 
lar business of riding without tickets. 


Mr. Brappury: I want to enter my emphatic protest against this section. As far 
as the West is concerned I do not believe a man should be put off the train simply 
because there is a dwelling house near. That place may be a mere shack, occupied by 
a bachelor, and would provide no accommodation at all for people (perhaps women and 
children) forced to seek refuge there on a cold winter’s day. Moreover some conductors 
are very arbitrary. Surely the stations are close enough to enable passengers to be put 
off there rather than be compelled to dismount in sparsely settled districts. 

Mr. Scort, K.C.: The result would be to carry a man wherever he wanted to go. 

Mr. Brappury: Very well, punish him. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: There is‘no punishment provided. 

Mr. Brappury: Put the man in gaol. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The conductor cannot stop, he passes clean through with 
his train. 

Mr. Macponetu: I moved that consideration of section 353 be re-opened. 

Motion agreed to. 

\ 


Mr. Brapsury: Now, I move to strike out of the section the words, “at or near 
any dwelling house” and “as the conductor elects.” 


Mr. Srvcuam: I second the motion. 


Mr. Pettier: I have no disposition to impose on the good nature of the Com- 
_ mittee, but, so far as the conductor is concerned, we would like to see the law carried 
out. The conductor is the only authority on the train from the time it leaves the 
terminal until it gets to its destination, commissioned to look after the protection and 
comfort of the passengers. 


Mr. Macponeti: We understand that, 
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Mr. Pettier: If there is any arbitrary or disorderly conduct on the part of anyone, 
the conductor is the man who has to intervene, and the question is whether the amend- 
ment proposed is going to in any way restrict the conductor’s authority. In the case 
of ‘a city police officer even when he makes an error you do not deprive him of his 
authority. I would ask the Committee to pause before they do anything to weaken 
the power of a conductor in charge of a train. 


Mr. Macponett: There.is no reflection on the conductor intended by the amend- 
ment. 


Mr. Pettier: Take the position of passenger conductors between here and Toronto. 
If this law were changed as proposed, they would be badly handicapped in the dis- 
charge of their duty, and outside of that the public would probably be made to suffer. 
Furthermore, in regard to handling men who were trying to beat their way over to the 
police, there are a great many stations where there are no police officers to be found. 
The law has been enforced a great many years and I have yet to learn that it has been 
abused to any extent. When a train is passing over the prairie and the physical con- 
ditions are inclement, no conductor would be so inhumane as to put a passenger off 
the train at a place where he is likely to endure suffering. I would also remind the 
Committee that the question of squatters is one to be considered. 

Several Mrempers: Question. 

The CHamman: Shall Mr. Bradbury’s amendment be concurred in? 

Amendment concurred in. 


Section as amended adopted. 


. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: “Section 357, “ Refund of Tolls” was allowed to stand. 
The ‘CHuaiRMAN: Shall the Section be adopted? 
Carried. 


Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Section 358, “ Traffic by Water.” You will recollect that 
you heard representations on both sides, particularly regarding the last five lines 
which are calculated to apply to all carriers by water, freight trafic carried by any 
carrier by water. 


The CHamMAN: The Hon. Mr. Oliver wishes to speak on this, and I might, for 
his information, read the words that it is proposed to strike out: 


“ And the provisions of this Act in respect of tolls, tariffs and joint tariffs, 
shall, so far as deemed applicable by the Board extend and apply to all freight 
traffic carried by any carrier by water from any port or place in Canada to any 
other port or place in Canada.” 


Perhaps before Mr. Oliver speaks I might read communications which I have here. 
Since the Committee discussed this matter, I sent a telegram to Mr. William Denman, 
Chairman of the United States Shipping Board, Washington, D.C., U.S.A., as follows: 


“Has your Board control over all shipping on Inland Waters of the United 
States? Does that control include rates, tolls, regulations governing ship carry- 
ing grain, coal, cement, sugar, iron ore, etc, in bulk, whether they run on 
regular routes or not? -— 


(Sed.) “J. E. ARMSTRONG, 
“ Chairman, Railway Committee, 


“ House of Comons, Ottawa, Ont.” 


ie 
oo 
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Jm answer to that telegram, I received the following: 


Wasuineron, D.C., May 24. 
“J. EK. Armstronc, M.P., 
“ Chairman, Railway Committee, 
“ House of Commons, 
“ Ottawa, Ont. 


“ Board has control of shipping on Great Lakes, and High Seas, but not on 
Rivers or other inland waters. Control includes rates, regulations of ships, 
running regular routes from port to port. 


(Sed.) “R. B. STEVENS, 
* Commissioner.” 


? 


Mr. Sivcuair: “ Running regular routes” not tramps? 


The CHairMAN: That is apparently what that term means, all the boats running 
on regular routes from port to port. I have received a telegram from the Manager of 
the Lambton Production Association as follows: 


Sarnia, ONT., May 26, 1917. 
“J. EK. ARMSTRONG, M.P., 
“ Ottawa. 


“For years officials Northern Navigation Company have encouraged Lamb- 
ton producers to expand on production of tender fruits and vegetables promising 
us rates and service to protect the industry, now when our country has over half 
million trees coming in bearing they cut us off from one of our largest nearby 
markets by refusing service entirely. In addition rates issued effective nineteen 

eventeen show increases in some eases of fifty per cent advance over last year. 
On behalf of largest vegetable co-operative association in province Ontario, we 
strongly request legislation regulating steamship lines as laid down in clause. 


“GEORGE FRENCH, Manager, 


“Tambton Growers Co-operative Assn.” 


I have also a communicatioa here from Mr. J. T. Horne, of Fort William, which 
reads as follows :— 
June 1, 1917. 
J. E. Armstrong, Esq., 
Chairman, Bill No. 13, Ry. Act, 
House of Parliament. 


Dear Sir—My reason for writing you is that as a Canadian I feel that no 
one class should be allowed to make abnormal profits during this war. 

At the instigation of the Canada Steamships Co. Section 358 of the pro- 
posed amendment to the Railway Act placing Canadian vessels under the con- 
trol of the Railway Commission was placed before the Council of the Board of 
Trade of the City of Fort William, and they decided by a vote of 4 to 2, with 
the shipping interests, voting for the resolution, to oppose placing Canadian 
shipping under the control of the Railway Commission. 

As a matter of fact, all the information the Council of the Board had, came 
through the Canada Steamship Co., and it was meagre. A fair freight rate 
and one that any vessel owner, even at the present high cost of operating vessels 
would be glad to be assessed of would be 23 cents a bushel from Fort William 
to lower Lake Ports, when this rate of 24 cents is advanced to 5 cents a bushel 
at the opening of navigation. 


LS, oe 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 581 
APPENDIX No. 2 


It made the ordinary citizen sit up and ask himself if these gentlemen who 
controlled the shipping interests on the Lakes were not taking a war advantage 
of the rest of the citizens of Canada and more particularly of the Overseas 


Allies and when the rate advanced to 74 cents a bushel it would seem that there 
should be some control placed on these vessel owners. 


Take a 300,000 bushel vessel and giving her a 7} cent freight rate, allowing 
her only 20 trips, one way loaded, she would gross $455,000, placing her 
expenses for the season at $115,000, and this is ample. She would, say on a 


capital investment made during normal times of $340,000, nett for one season 
$340,000. 


Surely during these strenuous war times these rates should be controlled 
‘by some one. 


Yours truly, 
(Sed.) J. T. HORNE. 


Then Mr. J. G. Scott, President of the Quebec Board of Trade interviewed me in 
regard to the matter, and told me I could use his name in support of the clause in the 
strongest way possible, also Mr. Hardy of the Quebec Board of Trade. 

Mr. SrNciatr: He supports the clause in the shape in which it now is in the Bill? 

The CuamMman: In the shape in which it now is. 

Mr. Srvciam: That includes tramp steamers as well as the liners? 

The CHamMan: Tramps as well as liners. I am also in receipt of the following 


communications from the ofticer in charge of the fruit transportation of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in support of the clause, as follows: 


“@G. E. McIntosu, 
i/e Fruit Transportation, 


Fruit Commission Office, 
Dept. of Agriculture, Ottawa. 


Referring your letter twenty-sixth ultimo in my opinion control of water 
' shipping according to amendment necessary for best interests of fruit industry. 


. (Sed.) WM. E. SCOTT, 
Deputy Minister of Agriculture, British Columbia. 


Unitep Fruir Companies oF Nova Scotia, Lonirep, 
Berwick, N.S., May 26, 1917. 
Mr. C. E. McIntosu, 
Ottawa, Canada. 


Dear Sir,—Replying to yours of May 22 we have carefully read over the 
proposed clause No. 358 for the new Railway Act and we believe that it would 
be an advantage for the Board of Railway Commissioners to have control of the 
Water shipping in Canadian Inland Waters. 


Yours truly, 
THE UNITED FRUIT COY-’S OF N.S., LIMITED. 
(Sgd.) Joun N. CuutTe, Secy. 


I might also call the attention of the Committee to the fact that since we last met, 
the vessel owners have increased their rates to 7 cents or more, and are demanding 
those rates from the shippers. They started out at the beginning of the season with 
a rate of 43 cents a bushel from Fort William to Montreal, and that rate has since 
been increased to 7 and even 74 cents, I understand. 


2—394 


582 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Hon. Mr. Oniver: I am sorry I have not been giving that attention to the meet- 
ings of the Committee that I should have given, and I am particularly sorry I was 
not present when this clause was previously under discussion. I do not think any- 
thing I could say to you would make a better argument than the facts as disclosed 
by the correspondence that the chairman has read. Lake transportation is the channel 
through which the great bulk of the products of the West must reach its ultimate 
market, and, when those in control of that channel see fit to exercise their rights to 
advance rates, such exercise is very greatly against the public interest. Particularly 
is it against the interests of the western producers because if the buyer of the western 
grain knows that he is going to be held up on the transportation rates during the 
summer, and it is upon the lake transportation rate he must depend, he is going to 
insure himself against that next season by taking a percentage off the price of the 
grain. We have a direct interest in that matter: I maintain that every dollar that 
‘is spent for the purchase of grain in the West is the busiest dollar and goes further 
to bettering the general business of the country than any other dollar spent in the 
Dominion of Canada by any authority; and that which takes from the expenditure 
of the money for western grain takes from the welfare of the Dominion in exactly 
the same proportion. Every man who gets a dollar for his bushel of wheat spends 
that dollar in such a way that it touches every line of production and trade through- 
out the Dominion before it finally comes to rest—in fact it never finally comes to 
rest, it keeps going on for ever. But when that dollar goes into the pocket of the 
lake carrier J maintain it does not do the same amount of good to the general 
public. I am not aware whether the clause as drafted would meet the case, or what is 
or is not possible in the matter, but I take it for granted that when that clause was 
drafted it was recognized that a condition existed which it was very desirable should 
be cured. Since the clause was drafted the need for it has been accentuated enorm- 
ously; no one expected at the time it was drafted, to see a 7-cent rate on the lakes, 
and now that we are considering the clause, what I would wish to do is to establish 
the principle that this country of Canada has the right to protect itself against any 
organization of its citizen’ who are using their power and authority to the detriment 
of the public. This is a case, it seems to me, a most evident case, where a special 
condition is being taken advantage of to the special detriment of the people I repre- 
sent, and to the detriment of the whole Canadian people, and I desire to support the 
clause as it is in the hope that it will achieve the purpose in view, but more especially 
as a declaration of principle that this Parliament has authority, and that the duty 
rests upon it to take action under such circumstances wherever and whenever they 
may occur. 

Mr. Brappury: I would like to agree with what my honourable friend has said 
because he speaks with regard to the West, and we are all interested in the West and 
in wheat carrying, if I could make myself believe, as the honourable gentleman 
evidently does, that this Act is detrimental to the West. I will read a portion of the 
section: 


The provisions of this Act shall, so far as deemed applicable by the Board, 
extend and apply to the traffic carried by any railway company by sea or by 
inland water, between any ports or places in Canada, if the company owns, 
charters, uses, maintains or works, or is a party to any arrangement for using, 
maintaining or working vessels for carrying traftic.by sea or by inland water 
between any such ports or places. 


T contend that this part of the clause covers the great wheat carrying of the West. 


The Cuamman: Only so far as the ships owned by railways are concerned. The 
vessels which are covered by that portion of the clause are now under the control of 
the Board. 
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Mr. Brappury: The only vessels that are not under the control of the Board are 
what we call the tramps. 
The Ciamman: No. The portion of the clause that you read merely refers to 


the small number of vessels that are now under the Railway Commission, and which 
are owned by the railways. 


Mr. Brappury: Permit me, please—I am satisfied that the part of the clause I 
have Just read will protect the grain shippers of the West as far as the railway com-. 
panies are concerned, and they carry 90 per cent of the grain we ship out of the West 
through the lakes. 

The CHammaNn: Nothing to do with it at all. 

Mr. Brappury: I beg your pardon. If I did not think I was right, I would feel 
as Mr. Oliver does. Our wheat is, of course, very important to the West, and when 
the rates are raised as you say from four to seven cents a bushel, there must be a good 
reason given. 

The Cuamrman: The clause that you read has been in the Railway Act for years. 

Mr. Brappury: The Railway Act has control of the rates up to that point and 
of the shipping in conjunction with the railway companies; and there is not a railway 
company operating in the West that has not a connection with the large steamship 
companies on the lakes. 

The CyHairman: Very little connection. Why were the vesselmen here opposing 
this proposal? The railway companies are not opposing this clause. 

Mr. BrapBury: How is it that every Board of Trade in Canada sent representa- 
tions against the clause? 

_ The CuHatrmMan: It was an organized opposition to this clause engineered by the 
vesselmen. \ 

Mr. MacponetL: We all agree that if this discussion is going to continue, we 
will be here until the leaves fall next autumn or until the snow comes. There has 
been an immense tonnage of evidence given here—— 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Tonnage of talk. 

The CuairmMaN: Organized talk. 

Mr. Macponeti: Every public body in Canada, roughly speaking, has gone on 
record as’opposed to the new part of the section. JI will not extend my remarks, but 
relying on the evidence that has been given, I now move that the following words in 
the last four lines of the section be struck out: 


And the provisions of this Act in respect of tolls, tariffs, and joint tariffs 
shall, so far as deemed applicable by the Board, extend and apply to all freight 
traffic carried by any carrier by water from any port or place in Canada to any 
other port or place in Canada. 


This is commonly called the tramp ship inclusion, which is entirely new, and which 
is put in the Act for the first time. JI move that it be struck out. 

The CHamRMAN: Can’t you make your amendment refer only to the tramp ships? 

Mr. Macponett: I am moving my own amendment in the form I desire it. I 
will not take any dictation from the chair, to be candid. 

Mr. Oxutver: Would Mr. Macdonell be good enough to give in a few words the 
reasons for his stand? i 

Mr. MacponeLtu: I am sorry. Mr. Oliver had the best of reasons which were 
sufficient to keep him away from the meetings of this Committee. We have heard 
evidence here day after day; the record is full of the arguments and evidence given 
here. I could not shortly recapitulate that evidence unless I stood on my feet for five 
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or six hours. At the last hearing on this matter,—I took the chair in order that the 
Chairman might be free to argue his side of the case and I think there was no member 
that took the view which he then maintained and maintains now. I have nothing 
more to say other than to move that the words be struck out. 

The Cuatrman:. Is there a seconder? 


Mr. Macponett: Mr. Bradbury seconds the motion. I move it subject to the 
minister’s approval. 


Hon. Mr. Cocuraner: I will support it. 

The Carman: It is moved that the words in the last four lines of section 358, 
as read by Mr. Macdonell, be struck out. 

Amendment adopted. 


The CHamMman: Shall clause 358 as amended be adopted ? 
Section 358 adopted as amended. 


The CuairmMan: We shall have something to say about this matter in the House, 
so far as I am concerned. 


Mr. Brapspury: That is a fine place to say it. 


The Carman: The time is coming when you will see the need of the regula- — 
tion of the rates of all ships, I am sure. How are you going to appoint a food controller 
to deal with these ships? We cannot ever gather statistics about them. 


On section 367—Telegraphs and Telephones on railways for railway purposes. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This clause stood, but I understand that Mr. Chrysler has 
no objections to offer to it. 


Section 367 carried. 


On section 364—Board may define carriage by express—previously allowed to 
stand. 


The CuHairmMaN: Shall this clause be adopted? 
Carried. 


On section 387—Fires from locomotives. 


The Cuarman: Mr. Smith has been here for some days waiting to be heard on 
the insurance phase of this section. Is it the wish of the Committee that Mr. Smith 
be heard. 


Carried. 


Mr. Wm. Smiru, M.P.: I propose to take but a moment. I cannot add a great 
weal to what was said here a week or two ago. I should like it distinctly understood 
that there should be no very great difference of opinion between the railway com- 
panies and the insurance companies. Perhaps in looking over the clause in the first 
place we might have come to the conclusion that the railway company was getting 
a little the better of the deal, but I am bound to say that, speaking for myself, the 
more I look into the clause, the more it seems fairly reasonable. It is true that per- 
haps great difficulties will continue to exist, if it is passed in its present shape, to 
prove negligence on the part of the railway company, and it might be urged against 
it as well that the employees of the company might, if it were passed, be a little more 
careless. But, viewing it from all angles, I would scarcely be disposed to offer any 
very great objection to the clause passing in its present form. Subsection 2 of the 
old Bill seems to me a good deal like a curl on a pig’s tail—no great amount of good. 
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If that was struck out I think it would meet the views of most of the companies, I 
may say that perhaps.in some ways they have been a little inactive over this proposi- 
tion, but taking it all around I could not make any great suggestion as to how it could 
be improved. 

The Cuairman: Is it the wish of the committee that Mr. Ritchie be heard? 
(Carried. ) 

Mr. Rircuin, K.C.: I represent the All-Canada Fire Insurance Federation. We 
wish subsection 2 cut out. If I understand the meaning of the section it is that 
where property has been insured and loss occurs and the insurance company has to 
pay that loss, the insurance company would have no right to bring an action; the 
insured would have to bring an action against the insurance company, although the 
railway company might be guilty of gross negligence. How can we establish whether 
the railway company is guilty of gross negligence or not, if they dispute negligence, 
without an action, the issue of a writ, and decision by a judge or a judge and jury? 
Who is to determine whether there is to be any negligence? By this section we would 
be precluded absolutely from bringing any action whatsoever, it seems to me. This 
subsection comes under the old section, where the situation was somewhat different 
from what it is now under the clause as drafted. (1 cannot see any purpose for sub- 
section 2. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is no alteration in subsection 2 except the word 
such. 

Mr. Ritcuin, K.C.: No, but there is an alteration in the whole section. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Quite so, in subsection 1. 

Mr. Rircum, K.C.: Relieving the railway company when not guilty of negli- 
gence; but that question has to be determined, whether they are negligent or not, and 
we are shut out of the courts. 

Hon. Mr. CocHrane: Will not the courts decide? 

Mr. Ritcuin, K.C.: But you are taking away our right to go to the courts and have 
it decided, it seems to me, by subsection 2. 

Hon. Mr. CocHurane: I do not think so, because they have gone to the court. 

The CHairMAN: Is subsection 2 not in the old Act? 

Mr. Rircum, K.C.: Yes, but there was not this provision about relieving the 
railway company if they.were not guilty of negligence. That issue of negligence or 
no negligence can be raised at any oe and who is to determine it if not the 
courts ? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The company is not relieved entirely where it is not guilty 
of negligence. The section as amended says that where the company has used 
modern and efficient appliances, and has not otherwise been guilty of any negligence, 
the total amount of compensation recoverable from the company under this section 
in respect of claims for damage from fires shall not exceed $5,000. 

Mr. Ritcuiz, K.C.: And then it proceeds, “no such action shall be brought on 
any policy.” That, I take it, would mean—“ such policy ”—really means where there 
has been insurance, and where the company has these appliances, and has not been 
guilty of negligence. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: What you say is that if an insurance company pays 2 Tous; 
and the railway company has been guilty of positive negligence, then your right of 
subrogation should be retained. ag 

Mr. Rircum, K.C.: Yes; and it seems to me that it is taken away by subsection 2. 

Mr. Jounstron, K.C.: I do not think it takes it away. 


Mr. Rireuts, K.C.: We have no action; we cannot bring our action. 
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Mr. Jounston, K.C.: When you sue for subrogation I do not think you are suing ~ 
on the policy at all. 

Mr. Rircnm, K.C.: It says, “by reason of payment of any moneys thereunder.” 
Suppose we paid to our insured the loss which he suffered, which loss was caused, as 
we allege, by the negligence of the company, the company says, “ We have modern 
appliances, we have everything.” Perhaps they have. Perhaps they can establish that; 
but we say, “You have been guilty of negligence in the use of those appliances.” 
The company say, “No.” Who is to decide? You do not let us go to the courts. 
Who is to decide whether we can go to the courts? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Do we shut them out, Mr. Johnston? 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: There is something to be said for Mr. Ritchie’s contention. 
How would this do, Mr. Ritchie, if subsection 2 were amended in this way: 


No action shall lie against the company by reason of anything in any such 
policy of insurance or by reason of any payments thereunder unless the company 
has been guilty of negligence. 

Mr. Rircum, K.C.:I think that would do. Then the question of negligence is 
raised in the action; but then who is to determine ? 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The courts. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: May I ask Mr. Ritchie, what do you collect the premium 
for? You collect the premium for the risk of fire, don’t you? 

Mr. Ritcutr, K.C.: Yes. 

Mr. Curysurr, K.C.: Are you not supposed to charge for the extra risk of your 
property being insured in the neighbourhood of the railway? 


Mr. Rircutr, K.C.: Possibly we do, or possibly we do not; but that does not give 
you the right 


Mr, Curyster, K.C.: When you have collected the premium, and your loss occurs, 
and you have paid the loss, why should you sue anybody? What claim have you got 
against the railway company? It is the owner of the property that has the claim 
against the railway company. 

Mr. Macponeti: The railway company caused the fire. Surely somebody has a 
right to look to them. 

Mr. Rirciis, K.C.: Then even if we have the premium, why should we pay ? 

Mr. Curysuer, K.C.: Because you have the premium in your pocket. 

Mr. Rircui, K.C.: But the premium would not meet the loss. 

Myr. Curyster, K.C.: No, but it insures the risk of the loss. You take 10,000 
people, and the premium covers the loss. fi 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Under sub-section 1 the railway company is liable not only 
where it is negligent; it is liable in some cases where it is not negligent. Where it 
is not negligent through the use of proper appliances the amount recoverable from 
the railway company is reduced. The owner of the property can therefore recover 
against the railway, and Mr. Chrysler is not contending that it is not liable to the 
owner of the property whose property is destroyed. What Mr. Chrysler does say, how- 
ever, is this; that the insurance company that pays any loss, if the insurance company 
does pay—and I suppose Mr. Chrysler would say, “Why should the insurance company 
pay, because the owner can make the railway company pay?—But if the insurance 
company does pay, Mr. Chrysler objects to the insurance company reverting back 
against the railway. 

Mr, Macponett: Why should’nt it, if the railway company is wrong? 


Hon. Mr. CocHranE: Why should the company insure? I do not believe that 
two of them should have a whack at the railway company. 
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Mr. Srycrarr: How would it do to eliminate your railway risk out of your policy ? 
at seems to me if you have a railway risk and a loss occurs you have a right to pay; 
but if you would adjust your policy so that you would eliminate the danger from the 
railway risk in cases adjacent to the railway, then the whole question would be settled, 
you would not be liable for a railway risk where the railway was to blame. Would that 
not settle the matter. 

Mr. Rironm, K.C.: I do not know whether we would be satisfied. The insured 
want full protection, and if we did not give them full protection against railway risk 
they would not take our policy at all, possibly. 

Mr. Srvctsair: He is protected now up to $5,000 in any case. 


Mr. Rircum, K.C.: Once we paid the loss we stand in the shoes of the person we 
insured, whose property had been destroyed. Now, if somebody went and destroyed 
that property through gross negligence— the railway company or anybody else— why 
should not the loss fall on the person who has really caused the loss? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Will it not fall on the railway company? Will not the 
person whose property is destroyed sue the railway company and recover? Because ke 
can sue the railway company, and he can recover, if the company is negligent, up to 
the full amount of his loss, and if the company is not neghgent, to a limited extent. 

Mr. Ritcnie, K.C.: Instead of going to the railway company he comes to us and 
we pay up. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You only pay what you contract to pay. 

Mr. Ritcutr, K.C.: That is true. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Why should you try to get out of your contract ? 

Mr. Rircnin, K.C.: We are not trying to get out of our contract. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Yes, you are, you want to get the premium and be paid for 
your losses too. 

Mr. Ritcute, K.C.: Perhaps the Committee would hear Mr. Morrissey,. who is 
more familiar with the question than I am. 

Mr. Morrissey: It has been said here that because an insurance company receives 
a premium, it should pay the loss from fire even though that loss may be caused by a 
railway company. I think that is a highly improper and highly immoral doctrine. 
There is no reason in the world why the railway company, or any other company, 
should get benefit for which it has not paid. An individual pays a premium-to the 
insurance company and the company accepts it. The company assumes that risk; 
but this Act implies that a railway company may set a fire and the insurance company 
be liable and have no redress against the railway company. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: They are not entitled to any. If you want to take a risk of 
that kind, you ought to stand by it and not seek to go after anybody for indemnifica- 
tion. 

Mr. Morrissey: We do stand by it. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You do not want to stand by it, you want to get back at the 
railway companies. 

Mr. Morrissey: That is usual in every form of insurance. An individual will 
take out a policy with the understanding that in case of loss he will have recourse 
against somebody. If that loss occurs the company indemnifies him the same as under 
any other form of insurance. We do not want to saddle the railway company with 
any responsibility that belongs to us, neither do we want the railway company to saddle 
us with responsibility that properly belongs to them. Yet that has been the law of 
Canada, although I do not believe it has been the law of any other country, and now 
we are asking to have that handicap removed. With respect to subsection 2, that was 
put there when the law made it clear that insurance companies were responsible for 
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all losses, and it was quite proper to say that no action should lie under such circum- 
stances. But when the law is proposed to bé amended and to create a certain condition 
under which the railway company would be responsible, then to shut the insurance 
companies out from taking proper legal action to assert their rights would be to do 
them a gross injustice. If a man is insured with us and his property is destroyed by 
negligence, the negligent party is primarily responsible. The party who holds the 
policy proceeds against the insurance company, who pays for the loss, in which case 
they should not be denied the right of proceeding against the person who is responsible 
for causing the loss. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Why not, in your policies, exclude railway risks? 

Mr. Morrissey: One reason is because the public do not want them excluded. 
Now we want to be put in a position that if we have a good case against the railway 
company we shall be paid for the loss. If we have not a good case we do not want to 
be paid. If the railway company is lable for damage from fire, place the insurance 
company in a position to proceed against it. So far as regards making any changes 
in the insurance policy, the conditions are enacted by the Provincial Legislature, and 
we cannot make any change in that relation, which might not be accepted as reasonable 
by the courts. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You do not suppose this will not be a reasonable claim? 


Mr. Morrissey: I do not know. Some claims we have considered ‘were reasonable 


have been considered unreasonable because there is a very strong prejudice against 
insurance companies. 


Hon. Mr. Cocnraner: Is there no prejudice against railway companies? 
Mr. Morrissey: I do not know as to that. 


Mr. Brappury: Why should there be any reasonable objection to allowing the 
insurance company to take the case to court? 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: The insurance company is virtually getting these pre- 
miums for nothing. 


Mr. Brapspury: Suppose I ship a carload of horses from Winnipeg to Brandon. 
I know that the railway company is responsible for its own neglect, but what if a fire 
occurs in that car which is not due to the company’s neglect, and the horses are 
destroyed? That is why I go to an insurance company, to cover me against something 
that the railway companies will not be responsible for. A careless man may drop a 
match in the straw, causing a fire, in which my horses are destroyed. The railway 
company says, “‘ We are not responsible, we did not start that fire”’ Therefore I go 
to an insurance company and make an arrangement with them. Why should-not the 
provision for which the insurance companies are asking be adopted? If the railway 
company is not responsible there is no action; but if the railway company is responsi- 
ble the insurance company should have the right of action in order to protect itself. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Your own man who is in charge of the horses may start the 
fire. 


Mr. Brapsury: In that ease the courts would decide that the railway company 
was not liable. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If an insurance company makes an agreement with a man 
it ought to carry it out. 

Mr. Stxciair: Would you suggest an amendment, Mr. Johnston, that where there 
was negligence on the part of the railway company, the insurance company would 
escape to the amount of $5,000? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I was just trying to put to the committee what I thought 
was Mr. Ritchie’s point. 


Mr. Curyster, K.C.: The company under this section, as I read it, have nothing 
to do with the insurance. i 
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The Cuamman: Mr. Johnston has pointed out that if subsection 2 of section 387 
were amended by adding after the word “thereunder,” the words “ unless the company 
is guilty of negligence” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: That might give effect to Mr. Ritchie’s contention. 

Mr. BrapBury: I would accept that. 

Mr. Macponeti: That would meet my views. ' 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Does it not occur to the insurance company that it is 
getting a premium and running no risks. 

Mr. Rirentr, K.C.: In what way is it running no risk? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: If the railway company is liable for negligence, the owner 
of the property, who is injured, can proceed against the railway company and can 
collect for the damage. Now, the railway companies are solvent, why should there 
be insurance against that particular kind of risk? ' 

Mr. Morrissry: There may be 99 out of 100 other causes for the property being 
destroyed. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: Then adopt Mr. Sinclair’s suggestion and eliminate this 
kind of risk, there is no escape from that position. To a certain extent the premium 
represents the risk run from damage from railways, and the insurance company is 
giving no value whatever for that part of the premium. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurans: The insurance companies are putting the premium into 
their pockets and are not suffering any risk. 

Mr. Ritcuir, K.C.: Of course it is quite true that premiums are arranged to 
meet the risk, that is based on the law of average, as I understand it, and on the con- 
ditions which are existing in the country, but it is perfectly obvious that under 
exceptional conditions the premiums which the Insurance Companies charge, are not 
sufficient to meet exceptional conditions, and the insurance companies might go bank- 
rupt as they have sometimes in the case of a great conflagration. If the premium 
really and absolutely met the probability of loss, that would be true. 

Hon .Mr. CocHrane: ‘They do do it, do they not? 

Mr. Rircum: They do it now, and they are always trying to better conditions so 
as to avoid loss. My point is that if loss has occurred and we have to pay it, and if 
it is due to gross negligence on someone’s part, why should that loss not finally fall 
upon the person who caused it. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Who has made a contract to pay the loss? Why should 
they be let out of the fulfilment of their contract? 

Mr. Ritcur:: Because we have made our contract, and have had to pay, is, it 
seems to me, no good reason why, if the railway company has caused a loss it should 
not make that loss good to us. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: What you want to do is to provide so that the farmer will 
not have to sue the railway company, but that the insurance company shall pay the 
loss and sue the railway company in the farmer’s name. 


Section adopted without amendment. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We shall have to make an amendment to section 420. In 
order to be consistent with the previous amendment which has been made we have to 
put in after the words “such by-law” in the fourth line of subsection 3, the words 
“if approved by order of the Board.” 

Subsection 3 amended as suggested by Mr. Johnston, and section adopted. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Then on the next page, in paragraph (g) of section 422, 
there is another amendment we must make in order to make it accord with section 
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311, the words “ moving forward in the ordinary manner” should be struck out in the 
second and third lines, and the words “ or of the tender, if the tender is in front,” in 
the 3rd and 4th line on page 175, should be also struck out. 


Amendments agreed to and sections as amended adopted. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Sections 487, and 438, “Statistics and returns”. It seems 
to me manifest that as we have struck out the provisions with reference to carriers by 
water that we should amend these sections accordingly. 


The Cuamman: These sections are only in regard to statistics, and surely you 
would not relieve them from the duty of supplying statistics. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Suppose I own a little boat, carrying provisions around 
the Rideau lakes; would I have to furnish statistics? Surely anybody running a 
huckstering boat should not be required to make returns. 


Mr. Macponetu: There are thousands of these little boats operating between 
summer resorts on the lakes. 


The CHarrman: What do you want struck out? 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Strike out the words “and every carrier by water” wher- 
ever they appear. 


Mr. Brapsury: Is there no provision whereby we shall get statistics regarding 
the freight carried? 


Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: 1¢ is provided that any railway company owning steam- 
ships must give statistics as to the tonnage carried on their boats. In the second line 
of section 437, the words “every earrier by water” should be struck out. 


The CuatrMan: Shall this clause as amended be adopted? 


Section adopted, as amended. 


On section 438 :—Returns to minister. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In the second line of section 438 the words “and any car- 
rier by water,” and in paragraph (a) the words “or carrier” contained in the fourth 


and fifth lines, and in paragraph (b) the words “or carrier” in the second and fourth 
lines should be struck out. 


The CuarrMan: Shall the section as amended be adopted? ' 


Section adopted as amended. 


On section 442—Railway constables failing in duty. 
Mr. Macponrtt: That is the old Act re-enacted. 


The Cuarrman: It is suggested that in the last liné of the clause after the word 
“Jurisdiction” the words “of the province wherein the offence is committed” be added. 


Mr. Srycuam:- In place of the words ‘‘wherein the railway passes.” 
Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I thought we passed that clause with those words added. 
The CuatrMAN: Shall this clause as amended be adopted? 


Section 442 adopted as amended. 


On section 444—Penalties not otherwise provided. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The word “employee” in the third line of this section 
should read “employed.” 


Section adopted as amended. 
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On section 449—Railway . constables—appointment. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: An amendment was agreed upon the other day in the form 
of oath, namely that any constable must swear that he is a British subject. 

The Cuamman: It is suggested that after the word “I” in the third line of the 
form of oath, the words “am a British subject” be added. Shall this clause as 
amended be adopted? 

Mr. Smctam: What was done with reference to the parish court commissioners: 
was that part of the section struck out? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The words “or a commission or of a parish court in the 
province of New Brunswick” were struck out. 

The CHamman: There was a suggestion that the word “magistrate” in the 
second line of subsection 1 be struck out, and the word “judge” substituted. 

Mr. Macponett: The word “magistrate” should not be struck out. 

Mr. L. L. Pextrer: I would suggest,—and I understand that there will be no. 
opposition to this from the railways,—that as we have a request before the Committee 
for some extensive amendments in regard to this section, and as we are willing to let 
our representations go on the record, we will not press them provided the Committee 
will agree that after the words “British subjects” in subsection 1 the words “recom- 
mended for that purpose by such company, clerk, or agent” be struck out. Mr. 
Chrysler says he has no objection to that. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: It seems reasonable. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think that is reasonable. I think the judge or magistrate 
should have the discretion to appoint proper persons. They probably would appoint 
persons recommended by the company, or they might prefer to appoint others. It is 
for them to say. 

The Cuatrman: Is it the wish of the committee that the section be adopted as 
amended ? 

Section adopted as amended. 


The CuairmMan: The representatives of the Railway Brotherhoods asked me to 
place before the committee the representations contained in the memorandum which 


IT hold. 
Mr. Pettmr: We simply ask that it go in the record. In view of this amend- 
ment, we won’t press it. 


On sections 450, 451, 452 and 453. 
The Cuamman: Sections 450, 451, 452 and 453 were allowed to stand. Shall 
these sections be adopted? : I 


Sections 450, 451, 452 and 453 adopted. 


On section 456—Sunday observance. 

The CHamirman: Shall this clause be adopted? 

Mr. Weicuet: I wish to confer with Mr. Johnston regarding this section, Mr. 
Chairman. I have a matter to bring to the attention of the committee. Is it the 
wish of the committee to finish the Bill at this sitting? 

The CuairmaN: We are trying to finish to-day if we can. 

Mr. Wericuet: I have sent a wire to my constituents with regard to a certain 
matter, and I have not received a reply. Possibly the committee might let this sec- 
tion stand until. one o’clock, and I can bring it up then. 
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Mr. Macponetit: What is the point? 

Mr. Weicuet: I have a case in point in my constituency where we have a line 
running from Lake Erie to Kitchener. The Lake Erie and Northern Railway Com- 
pany are operating an electric line on Sunday which leaves Port Dover, passes through 
the town of Simcoe and smaller villages, and through the city of Brantford and the 
town of Paris, and when it strikes the boundary line at the city of Galt, the company 
is not allowed to run the car containing passengers through the city on Sunday. The 
passengers have to transfer from the street railway, whether it is raining or snowing, 
about three quarters of a mile from the centre of the city, and they have to walk into 
the town, while the car afterwards proceeds empty to the waiting-room in the city. 
My contention is that something should be done to remedy this matter, because our 
people living in the city of Kitchener, which is not on the main line of the Canadian 
Pacifie railway, have no chance whatever to make Sunday connections for points east 
and west, while the people of the city of Galt have that privilege. I appealed to Sir 
Henry Drayton, the chairman of the Dominion Railway Board, and he sent a repre- 
sentative to Galt to size up the situation and if it is the wish of the committee I will 
read what he has to say with regard to it. (Reads) :— 


Posrat Station “F,” 
Toronto, April 16, 1917. 
File No. 27744. 


Dear Srr,—I am in receipt of your letters of March 22 and 28, re com- 
plaint of W. G. Weichel, M.P., Waterloo, Ontario, re failure on the part of the 
Lake Erie and Northern Electric Railway, and the Galt, Preston and Hespeler 
Electric Railway, to make proper connections with the Canadian Pacific Rail- 
way Company’s through trains on Sunday at Galt. 

In this connection I beg to advise that I went to Galt on Saturday after- 
noon the 14th instant, and spent a portion of Sunday, the 15th instant at Galt, 
looking over the situation in a general way and meeting different people in Galt 
in connection with the above complaint. 

After having an interview with Mr. Todd, General Manager of the above- 
mentioned lines, I engaged a taxi and drove to Kitchener and Waterloo, and 
called upon Mr. Weichel, M.P., at his home at Waterloo, where I met a large 
delegation from Hespeler, Preston, Kitchener and Waterloo. 

Upon hearing their complaints and talking the matter over in a general 
way, and from my own observation while en route between Galt, Hespeler, 
Preston, Kitchener and Waterloo, I have been thoroughly convinced that there 
is very strong ground for this complaint. 

The situation at the above-mentioned points is, what I would call, a missing 
link which should be, beyond any doubt coupled up. 

This is the situation as I find it:— 

The L. E. & N. Railway runs their trains daily between Port Dover and 
Galt, taking in Paris, Brantford and many local towns between Port 
Dover and Galt. Their terminus on Sundays ends about one half mile inside 
of the Corporation limits of the city of Galt, a distance of about one mile from 
the C.P.R. station. Passengers coming from any point south of Galt going to 
the C.P.R. station, or any point of the western side of the city of Galt, are obliged 
to get off the L. E. & N. car at the above-mentioned point, at the east end of Galt 
and walk, notwithstanding the fact that the L. E. & N. car proceeds light through 
the city of Galt to their terminus or ear barns. 

I find the situation north of Galt, that is between Galt and Kitchener, 
lacking Sunday car service between the south end of Kitchener and Galt. The 
G. H. & P. Electric Railway runs their cars daily, except Sunday, between 
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Waterloo and Galt, which takes in Kitchener, Preston, Hespeler and other local 
points. The Sunday service on the G. H. & P. is from Waterloo to the southern 
boundary line of Kitchener, and there is no service on Sundays between 
Kitchener and Galt. 

The delegation whom I met at Mr. Weichel’s house on Sunday included 
the secretary of the Board of Trade of Kitchener and many other prominent 
business men of that city, all of whom are greatly interested in this question. 

The country lying between the cities of Kitchener and Galt, a distance of 
about 12 miles, is a wealthy and thickly populated farming section, and the 
people of this community are particularly anxious that their request fora Sunday 
car service between Kitchener and Galt be arranged for as early as possible. 

Under the present conditions or arrangements there is no way for the 
people living north of Galt to get to the C.P.R. station on Sunday. 

The traffic at the present time to the C.P.R. station from the north is quite 
heavy, notwithstanding the fact that automobiles and livery rigs are very much 
in evidence. 

I would also like to point out for your information that, the Sunday auto- 
mobile and livery charge between Waterloo, Kitchener and Galt is $5; a livery 
rig charge is $4.50. 

You will see attached to my expense account a receipt for $5 from 
W. Baslow, of Galt. This is apparently, the standard rate for taxi or livery 
hire between the points in question. The electric street fares are, I think, 
35 cents. This will give you some idea as to what the people of this section 
have to contend with on Sundays, and furthermore the traffic is heavy. 

After going over the ground and making a careful inspection and inquiries 
at Galt, Kitchener and Waterloo, I have no hesitation whatever, in recommending 
that the L. E. & N. ears should run daily Pee as Port Dover and the C.P.R. 
station at Galt. 

Also that the G. H. & P. electric cars should run daily between Waterloo 
and Galt, taking in the Cities of Kitchener, Preston, Hespeler and other local 
points. 

As above stated, after my trip of inspection I have been thoroughly con- 
vinced that the traffic and business between the points in question warrant a 
Sunday care service, which J think should be arranged for, with the least 
possible delay. 


Yours truly, 


INSPECTOR. 
Mr. Gro. SPENCER, 


Chief Operating Officer, B.R.C., 
Ottawa, Ont. 


That is the situation. The people of that section, particularly those between 
Kitchener and Preston, have intimated to me by deputation and by letter that they 
would like to have this Sunday car service. I readily understand that the situation is 
local. I have also a reply from Sir Henry Drayton in which he states that there seems 
to be nothing that the railway Board can do to relieve the situation; that the real 
difficulty is in connection with the local line—the Galt, Preston and Hespeler—over 
which the Board has no jurisdiction. My, idea in bringing this matter here is to find 
out from the Committee if there is any relief for the people in that section. It seems 
to me ridiculous that people have to make connection with a local line west from 
Kitchener and have to pay $5 for automobile or local livery hire, when the citizens of 
Galt have the privilege of taking the street railway with no experse to them whatever. 
T think the people of Kitchener and Waterloo should be allowed the same privileges 
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that are afforded to the others at the present time, when the charge would be 40 cents 
egainst $5. 

Mr. Sixcram: Does the street railway run in Galt on Sundays? 

Mr. WeicuEL: It does not. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Would those railways be glad to run? 

Mr. Weicue.: Most assuredly they would. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: There is provision that the Governor in Council may declare 
any railway to be exempt from this section. 

Mr. Weicuet: Can it be done if the company has not such a charter? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Not unless it is declared that the company is for the general 
advantage of Canada. 

Mr. Bratx: Will you read Sir Henry Drayton’s letter? 

Mr. Weicuret: The letter is as follows:— 


Orrawa, May 28, 1917. 
File 27744 


Re L. FE. d N. Ry. Co. & G. P. & Hespeler Ry. Co. Connection 


Dear Mr: Weicuet:—As you know I arranged for the inspection that you 
required. 

There seems to be nothing that this Board can do in ease of this situation. 
The real difficulty is in connection with the local line, the Galt, Preston & 
Hespeler, over which we have no jurisdiction. 

I enclose herewith a copy of the Inspector’s report, which says that in his 
view in the public interest, the service is required. 


Yours faithfully, 
H. L. DRAYTON, 


Chief Commissioner. 
W. G. WEICHEL, Esq., M.P., 
House or Commons, Ottawa, Can. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Would you go so far as to make a local tramway that was 
not connected up with any railway, a work for the general advantage of Canada? 

Mr. WeicHet: I would, because it goes through a very prosperous district, and 
the farmers are all clamouring for the connection, because they want such a carline to 
go to church on Sunday. Others wish to use it to go to Galt. The poor man has not 
a chance at all there, if he wants to go east or west on the C.P.R. on Sunday. 

Mr Jounston, K.C.: Why does not that particular railway company that wants to 
give the service come here and ask to be declared to be a work for the general advantage 
of Canada. 

Mr. WercHet: They simply put it in my hands to bring before this Committee, 
because as a member of the Committee I might be able to put the matter through 
without bringing down a great big deputation. 

Mr. Srvctair: Is there a municipal regulation of Galt forbidding the running of 
the cars on Sunday ? 

Mr. WEICHEL: Yes. : 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: What would be +he attitude of the local government? 

Mr. WeicHeL: It would be favourable to the proposition, so I have been told. 


My. J OHNSTON, K.C.: The solution would be for the company to ask that the work 
le declared to be for the general advantage of Canada. 
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Mr. Weicuet: I believe if a vote were taken in Galt the people would vote 
for Sunday service. I make that assertion for the reason that I have spoken to some 
very prominent gentlemen in Galt, and they told me that the sentiment regarding 
Sunday ear service has changed. It is a ridiculous thing to think that Galt should be 
the missing link in the whole connection. 

Mr. Bram: How long has that been going on? 

Mr. Weicuet: I could not tell you. 

Mr. Sincnair: Is there not a Railway Board in Ontario? 

Mr. WEICHEL: Yes. 

Mr. Smycramr: Would not this be under their jurisdiction ? 

Mr. Wetcuet: I would like to ask Mr. Johnston if this would be under the juris- 
diction of the Ontario Board? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Undoubtedly. 

Mr. Weicuet: J have brought the matter before the attention of this Committee 
in the hope that they would afford us some relief, and if the Committee can make any 
suggestions at all looking to that result I will be very much obliged. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: What is the objection to following the course I suggest— 
that that railway should come and ask to be declared a work for the general advantage 
of Canada? 

Mr. Weicuet: All right, I can have them here to-morrow if you say so. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: We cannot make such provision in this Act. With all 
respect to the Minister, I would say it would not do to single out one particular 
company. 

Mr. WeicHEL: Would it not apply to all other companies as well? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Then you are getting into a big question. Are you going 
to say that every tramway should be for the general advantage of Canada? 

The CHarRMAN: Suppose you bring the matter to the attention of the general 
Railway Committee of the House. 

Mr. WeicHeL: I will do it if that will be the best thing to do. 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I do not see how they can help it. How could the general 
Railway Committee do that? The Railway Company is not coming here for legislation 
or anything. 

Mr. Weicuet: The situation is a serious one as far as we are concerned, and I 
had the idea that possibly this ‘Committee might, in some shape or form, help us out 
of our difficulty. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: You thought they might single out that tramway. 


Mr, Wetcuet: There is a lot of narrow-minded prejudice against Sunday ears at 
present; I understand all that; but when these trains leave Port Dover—up to date, 
fully equipped trains—and go through cities like Brantford and Paris and run to the 
end of the line in the city of Galt, and then the passengers must vacate the cars simply 
on account of prejudice, and walk a mile into town in all kinds of weather, and then the 
car proceeds empty to the waiting room, certainly it seems a ridiculous proposition, and 
according to the statement of the inspector who looked into it, the matter should be 
remedied with the least possible delay. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Your Company is subject to the Ontario Act. What chance 
is there of your getting relief in Ontario? 


Mr. WetcHeL: I believe we have a chance of getting relief in Ontario from what 
T have heard, but I was under the impression that I had better sound this Committee 
first and see what they thought about it. 


2—40 


596 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON RAILWAY ACT 


7 GEORGE V, A. 1917 


Hon. Mr. Cocurane: If this Committee had the power to come to your relief it 
would be a different matter, but we have not. 

Mr. Macponett: Have we such power under the Act, Mr. Johnston? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: I do not think so. 

Mr. MacponetL: The Departmental Counsel says the same. 

The CuarmMman: If Mr. Weichel understands that the Committee have not the 
power to act in regard to this matter, as explained by Mr. Johnston and Mr. Fair- 
weather, possibly that is as far as he can go in the matter. 


Section adopted as it stood. 


On Section 107, Subsection 3,—Majority of Directors British Subjects. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: I would suggest an amendment to this subsection to the effect 
that where a line is owned by a foreign railway system and operated as part of that 
system, this provision should not apply. The teasons for the amendment are these. 
The New York & Ottawa, and the St. Lawrence & Adirondaclosrett at jin ° 
owned by the New York Central. The St. Lawrence & Adirondack railway, which only 
runs for a short distance into Canada, was incorporated some years ago, before its 
acquisition by the New York Central, in both Canada and New York State. There 
was concurrent legislation in both countries with respect to the Company, so that it 
really is an international organization. It would seem only fair under the circum- 
stances that it should be exempt from the terms of the subsection. 


The Cuamrman: The whole section was pretty fully discussed some time ago, and 
edovted. 


Mr. Scorr, K.C.: My understanding at the time was that subsection 3 was 
referred to Messrs Bennett, Carvell and Johnston, to consider and report to the- 
Committee. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: The section left in that way was section 152. Would it 
meet your case to add these words: “The majority of Directors shall be British 
subjects, except in the case of any line owned by a foreign Company.” 


Mr. Macponeti: I would not be in favour of that, I do not think we should have 
{fcreign Directors running a railroad into Canada. 

Mr. Scorr, K.C.: When this is applied to’a line operated as part of a foreign 
Railway system it brings it within very narrow limits. 

The CHairMAN: The Committee seem to be in favour of the Section remaining 
with the amendment as already passed. 


Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Macdonell has something to say about Section 187. 
Use of spur for another industry. 


Mr. Macponett: Section 186, dealing with industrial spur lines was considered 
yesterday. Section 187 provides that notwithstanding any agreement or arrangement 
made under the last preceding section, the Board may permit any owner of another 
industry or business intending to establish another industry or business within six 
miles of the railway, to have traffic carried over any spur or branch line or any part 
thereof constructed pursuant to the said section. Now, I think that if a proper case 
is made out, the Board of Railway Commissioners should be given proper jurisdiction 
to order a spur line to be extended to other industries either alongside the existing 
industry or in the same industrial area, that need a spur line and cannot start oper- 
ations without the necessary accommodation. At present there is no provision in 
the Act under which the existing spur can be made use of by anybody except the 
first person for whose benefit it has been extended, nor is there provision by which 
spur lines can be extended to other industries so as to permit of further indus- 
trial activities in that industrial area. Now in the suburbs of ‘Toronto there is a 
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great deal of property that is available for industrial sites if railroad connections 
could be got. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: You want to amend the section so as to be able to extend the 
spur to another property ? 

The CHamman: I understand this section has been amended. 

Mr. Jounsron, K.C.: It has been amended, but there is nothing in the amendment 
to cover Mr. Macdonell’s objection. 

Mr. Macponetn: This section, 186, relates to spur lines put in by order of the 
Board; there are a great many spur lines put in not by order of the Board but by 
agreement between the parties and the railway company; I suppose the great majority 
of them are put in under an agreement. Section 187 provides for the use of a spur 
by another industry, but it confines the use of a spur by another industry to a spur 
constructed pursuant to the last preceding section, that is section 186. By that pro- 
vision you confine and limit the use of the spur by other industries, because you con- 
fine it to spurs constructed in the future under section 186; there is no provision for 
the extension of a spur already existing, not even in section 187. What I propose is 
to strike out the words on lines 44 and 45 of section 187: “constructed pursuant to, 
the said section’ because that limits and restricts the use of the spur by anybody else 
other than the original person who had it put in. What I ask the Committee to con- 
sider favourably is that provision should be made whereby the Railway Board may, if 
it is in the opinion of the Board desirable, permit other industries than the person who 
had the spur put in under section 186 to have the use of it. 

Mr. Brat: That is, you want the Board to have power to say that the spur should 
be continued to another industry ? 


Mr. Macponeti: Yes, and I propose to add the words “ and to have such spur line 
or branch line extended ” because there is no provision in the Act, anywhere, now, for 
the extension of a spur that is in already, and it is desirable that such provision should 
be made. Then to safeguard the clause, it would be very unfair to disturb the man 
who got the spur first in the use of his spur, the concluding part of the paragraph 
should read as follows: “Provided that any terms or conditions which the Board 
deems reasonable shall be imposed, and regard shall be had to the interests of the 
cGwner or person having the senior right to the use of such spur line.” I have con- 
sulted Mr. Johnston as to this, and I think his ideas are as I have stated them. I 
have also consulted Mr. Blair of the Railway Board, and he thinks, as I understand 
it, that is a reasonable provision. 

The Cyairman: Your amendment is to strike out the words; “Constructed pur- 
suant to the said section ” in the 44th line? 

Mr. Macponeti: Yes, because that limits the use of the spurs to spurs constructed 
under this section, and the Board should have the right to consider whether any ex- 
isting spur should be used by other persons, always having regard to the prior rights 
of the person who got it first. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I do not know about giving the use of the spur put in by 
one person to anybody who wanted to use it because if that were done it might be 
eternally blocked. 

Mr. Macponei: The rights of the original party are preserved under the proposed 
amendment. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: I know that, but take the case of a short spur, the man if he 
were doing any business at all would need it all the time, and if other people were 
using it to unload their cars he could not do business at all. J agree to the extension 
of the spur to another property, that is all right, but IT do not think there should be 
a provision for the use of it by everybody wanting it, 
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Mr. Sincrair: Are there any spurs that are used by private parties exclusively? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Lots of them, they pay a certain amount of rental by the 
year. 

Mr. Macponeti: You would not, Mr. Minister, object to the extension ? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Not a bit. 


Mr. Macponeti: I ask if these words “and to have such spur or branch line ex- 
tended” be inserted after the word “ thereof” in the 44th line. 


Mr. Scorr, K.C.: I am not familiar with the particular cases to which Mr. Mac- 
donell has referred, but I am familiar with two cases which came up in the Supreme 
Court, Blackwood’s v. C.N.R., 44, S.C.R., 92; and Cloverbar ‘Coal Co. v. Humberstone, 
45, S.C.R., 346, and I want to point out to the Committee just what the effect of this 
would be. There are two methods by which a spur running into an industry may be 
provided, one is to invoke the Railway Act, which can be done either by the owner of 
the industry, or by the railway company, and the other is by means of a private agree- 
ment between the railway company and the individual. If the railway company and 
the owner of the industry are satisfied to make a private agreement, why should they 
be obliged or forced afterwards to come under the jurisdiction of the Board? If an 
extension of the spur is required it can be obtained in this way that the rights of the 
owners of the industry can be expropriated, and that is the fair way, I submit, to do 
it. It has happened in one of the cases to which I have made reference that a man 
constructed a branch line on his own land, as he had a right to do, and he laid it out 
in such a way that it suited his industry. In the case of Blackwood v. 'C.N.R. at 
Winnipeg there was a siding that was always covered by cars and it was desired to 
extend that spur without remuneration for the benefit of others. The contention in 
that case was that if the extension were desirable the railway company should expro- 
priate, and then the original owner would get compensation for what he was giving up, 
and that because by a private agreement they had allowed the railway company to 
construct a branch up to that particular industry, they should not be asked to suffer 
the inconvenience and disarrangement of their business which would result from the 
extension without compensation. The other case of the Cloverbar Coal Co. v. Hum- 
berstone, was very similar. That was a case of two coal mines and the one company 
suid: “We constructed this branch line in such a way that it would carry our traftic, 
but if it is extended to the Humberstone mine, one mine will fall in”, and that is 
actually what happened, because between the time that the Board gave the order, and 
the Supreme Court gave a decision, the mine actually fell in and was spoiled, but 
there was no compensation. It seems to me unfair to force the party who has built 
a siding for his own private purpose, just because he is connected with the railway 
company, in any case, to provide that spur for the use of owners further on. 


Mr. Macponetu: That is in the Act already. Section 187 only applies to spurs 
constructed under 186. 


Mr. Scort, K.C.: Section 187 applies to a case where there is an agreement, or 
where a person has invoked the Railway Act, but when another party does that why 
should the man who constructed the spur for his own use be subject to force in the 
interests of another party. 


Mr. Macponeti: I am asking that they be allowed to extend the spur. 


Mr. Scorr, K.C.: The section is all right as it is, but it is a question whether you 
can, where a private party has built a spur upon his own land, as he had a right to 
do, and has not invoked the provisions of the Railway Act, compel that ~rivate party 
by force to come within the jurisdiction of the Board, 


Mr, Macponeti: You cannot do that, 
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Mr. Scorr, K.C.: The railway companies prefer to have the right to deal privately 
with private owners, where both parties agree, without invoking the Act. It seems to 
me that an injustice will be done to the owners of industries to proceed in that way, 
if they are forced to do so under the Act. 

The CuHarrman: Is the Committee ready for the question ? 

Mr. Macnoneti: Just wait, while we consider the amendment. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I agree with what Mr. Scott has said. Where the branch jis 
constructed under section 186, it is virtually dedicated to the uses of the Act. That 
is what happens and it is proper enough that it should be subject to extension. 

Mr. Macnonetu: I will be glad to accept section 186. The difficulty is that section 
187 confines the section to spurs that are “ constructed pursuant to the said section.” 


Mr. Curysier, K.C.: This is the case: Suppose I am an adjoining owner, as Mr. 
Seott put it, of a piece of-ground for factory purposes. My ground is sufficient for 
my purpose. At present I can put in a siding and run ears in, and as the Minister says, 
for a great part of the time, the cars might be just standing there and the siding be 
used as a storage track. 

Mr. Macponrii: Could we add the word “ compensation” after the word “ reason- 
able?’ 

Mr. Curysier, K.C.: Compensation won’t do in many cases. You may spoil my 
whole business by turning that spur into a main track. 

Mr. Macponetu: Are the public to have no rights? 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Chrysler is raising this point: He has land adjoining 
the railway; he has a private spur put in on his own land. Is it reasonable that that 
spur be extended ? 

Mr. Curystrr, K.C.: Not at his expense. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: The result will be, if this is generally known, that these men 
_ will not put in these sidings, because they run the risk then of having them converted 
into branch railways. 

Mr. Macponetu: I will leave in the words “pursuant to the said section,” and 
after the word “section” add the words, ‘‘and to have such spur or branch line 
extended.” That merely permits the extension. 

Mr. Curyster, K.C.: I think that is all right, Mr. Macdonell. 

Mr. Macponetu: I am not desiring to take any short cut. 

Mr. Jounwnston, K.C.: I would suggest that you use the word “or 
jrange. : 

The CuHairman: Is the Committee ready to adopt this section? It is difficult to 
follow Mr. Macdonell’s argument. 

Mr. Macponetu: I will leave section 187 as it is, except by adding after the word 
“ section” the words “or to have such spur or branch line extended.” 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Mr. Chrysler has no objection to that. 

The CHatrMAN: Shall the clause as amended be adopted ? 


” instead of 


Section adopted as amended. 


On section 461—Repeal. 

The CuatrmMan: The last section, No. 461, is not passed. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: Regarding the repeal we must add two Acts which were 
passed since this Bill was drawn, Chapter 50 of 4-5 George V and Chapter 2 of 6-7 
George V. 

The CHairMAn: Shall section 461, as amended, be adopted ? 


Carried, 
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On section 5—Application of Act. 

Mr. Jonnston, K.C.: Some debate took place yesterday regarding this clause, and 
I have discussed it with the Minister who now agrees that we shall have to amend the 
Government Railways Act to bring Government railways under this Act, instead of 
trying to do it in connection with this Bill. 

The CHamrRMAN: Shall this clause be adopted? 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: It is said we cannot legally do it under this. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: This Committee has no power to do it. 

The CuHamrmMan: Shall section 186 be adopted? (Carried.) Shall the preamble 
of the Bill be adopted? (Carried.) Shall I report the Bill as amended? (Carried.) 
There is just one point here; it has been explained by the Law Clerk that it would 
‘entail a great deal of time to have this Bill reprinted before it goes into the House. It 
is suggested that it would be more expeditious to add the amendments to existing 
copies of the Bill to the number of twenty-five and hand them to the members of the 
House who are interested. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: Twenty-five copies would not be sufficient. 

The Carman: Well increase the number. 

Hon. Mr. Cocurane: There are about 200 members, and they have all a right to 
copies. 

Mr. Jounston, K.C.: In section 887 there is a reference to any proceeding under 
this section, (reading) 


3. In any action or proceeding under this section the limitation of one 
year prescribed by section 391 of this Act, ete. 


{ 
Under this section that should be made “two years.” 


The CuHarrMan: Is it the wish of the Committee that in section 387 the words 
“one year” be changed to “two years” in sub-section 3? 


Amendment agreed to and section, as amended, adopted. 
Bill ordered to be reported with amendments. 


Committee adjourned sine die. 
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